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FLOOD CONTROL, POWER AND WATER RESOURCE DE- 
VELOPMENT, TRUCKEE AND CARSON RIVERS, NEY. 


TUESDAY, AUGUST 26, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD ConrTROL, 
Rivers, AND HARBORS OF THE 
. CoMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
Reno, Nev. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the auditorium of the State 
Building at Reno, Nev., Senator George W. Malone, presiding. 

Present: Senator Malone. 

Senator Matonn. The meeting will come to order. In opening 
this hearing, I have word from Senator Chavez, of New Mexico, the 
chairman of the Public Works Committee, that he is unable to be 
present, and I am the only member of the committee here now. 

I want to submit for the record, to start with, the official notice of 
the public hearing, dated August 13, 1952, and signed by Dennis 
Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States 
Senate: 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARIN( 


Pursuant to authorization contained in the Flood Control Act of 1938, a survey 
report for flood control and allied purposes is being prepared by the Corps of 
Engineers for the Truckee River and tributaries, California and Nevada. 

It is expected that the report of the District Engineer, Sacramento Engineer 
District, will be completed in the near future and forwarded for the consideration 
of higher authority, after which it will be transmitted to the Congress for its 
action on the projects reported upon 

In order to have the views of local interests available, a subeommittee of the 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, will hold a public hearing at 
Reno, Nev., in the Chamber of commerce quarters at 10 a. m. on Tuesday, 
August 26, 1952. 

All interested parties are invited to be present at the above-named time and 
place, where they will be given full opportunity to express their views relative to 
any improvement considered in the report and on any other improvement which 
they believe should be considered 

It is especially desired that consideration be given the flood-control improve- 
ments described in the interim report completed by the Corps of Engineers in 
draft form in September 1946, but is being further studied and coordinated with 
local interests and with studies being made by the Bureau of Reclamation. All 
studies will be reviewed at this hearing with a view to determining whether a 
satisfactory agreement can be reached on the projects which may be recommended 
for construction and expediting submission of the report to Congress 

Oral statements will be heard, but for accuracy of the record all important 
facts, and arguments should be submitted in writing, in quadruplicate, as the 
report of this hearing will be submitted to the Public Works Committee when 
the 83d Congress convenes 


Senator Matone. In order to supplement thai notice and be sure 
that no one is overlooked in the area, that might have testimony to 
offer, I sent out the following form letter to a number of people, 
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supplementing the list to which the notice signed by Senator Chavez 
Was sent: 


Inclosed please find copy of a telegram I have received from Senator Chavez, 
chair a of the Public Works Committee of the United States senate, calling a 
public hearing on plans for the improvement and development of the Truckee 
River system, to which all interested parties are invited 

The hearing will be held in the auditorium in the State Building, Reno, Nev., 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, August 26, 1952. 

It is my desire that your organization be represented at the hearing, the objec- 


tive of which is to end the long delay and move toward the beginning of this highly 
necessary work as soon as possible. 

Senator Matonr. Through 50 years the flood control and irrigation 
project of the Truckee River and Lake Tahoe has been of the greatest 
concern to the people of Washoe, Lyon, and Churchill Counties. 
Surveys have been made by organizations and individuals. On 
September 20, 1946, the Corps of Engineers comple ted a preliminary 
study of the system and submitted a report for study and comment. 
It has been the custom for the Army engineers to submit a prelim- 
inary report and ask for comments from the area included in the 
survey. It is not necessary that the interested parties agree, and it is 
not necessary to delay it indefinitely for that purpose. The Army 
engineers are an agency of Congress, have been so recognized for 
75 vears, to see whether the benefits received will be greater than the 
costs. Whenever there are benefits, through power or irrigation, the 
long-established policy has been to determine whether the cost will be 
returned without interest. I think our Hoover Dam has set a prece- 
dent that when there are benefits, such as salable power, to pay interest 
on the investment. You will remember that there was 4-percent 
interest, in the beginning, on the cost of Hoover Dam, the entire 
investment, except a certain amount allocated to flood control. 

It is my belief that there is no need for further surveys in the area, 
but it is necessary to bring the surveys up to date. It has been the 
custom about every 3 years since I have been in the Senate, that it 
consider an omnibus bill on projects the Army engineers have con- 
sidered favorably and reported to the Congress. Seldom does the 
Public Works Committee consider a single project. 

The committee believes that sufficient field work has been done, 
therefore we should correlate all the information, submit it to the 
Public Works Committee of the Senate, and then the Public Works 
Committee will consider the reports 

If the Army engineers’ report can be ready early next year, there 
will be hearings next year. When the subcommittee submits its 
report to the committee itself, that committee will write the bill. It 
may and may not contain all the features mentioned or recom- 
mended by the Army engineers, and may contain features not men- 
tioned by the Army engineers. When the full committee marks up 
the bill, it is submitted to the United States Senate, and again is sub- 
ject to amendment, and they often are amended. Then it goes to the 
House, and the House inserts new provisions or deletes some of the 
existing provisions. All the projects are each considered by a con- 
ference committee, in detail. I wanted to explain how this thing is 
done, because there seems to have been some misunderstanding as to 
the procedure. 

Now I will read the names of the interested agencies that have been 
notified, and when your organization is called, or your name, please 
make it known who vou are and your position with the organization, 








WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 3 


e 


so that the report may be complete, and we also may be able to call 
you by name. |Reading:] 


Harvey McPhail, Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, Washington, D. C. (Present. 

Hugh A. Shamberger, representing Governor Charles Russell of Nevada, and 
also his own office. (Present.) 

California Division of Water Resources: A. D. Edmonston, State engineer. 
(Harry Smitherum, supervisor of the California Division of Water Resources, 
present.) 

Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee. (Col. A. M. Barton, chief engineer 
and general manager, Reclamation Board, Sacramento, Calif., present.) 

United States Army engineers, South Pacific Division. (Col. D. S. Burns, 
division engineer, San Francisco, Calif., and Col. C. C. Haug, district engineer, 
Sacramento, Calif., present, and Mr. Kochis, engineer, present.) 

United States Bureau of Reclamation: Hollis Hunt, engineer, Carson City, 
Nev. (Present.) 

Washoe County Water Conservation District: C. C. Taylor, engineer, Reno, 
Nev. (Present.) Also present, representing the Washoe County Water Con- 
servation District, were: Edward M. Peckham, president of the board; John E. 
Robinson, attorney; Harry Stoddard, director; and Ernest Kleppe, director. 

Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. (Present: John MHannifan, secretary- 
manager; John Thornton, director; Harold Richards; Phil Hiibel, project manager; 
and George Miller.) 

Sierra Pacific Power Co.: Frank Tracy, manager, and George Devore, engineer. 
(Both officers present.) 

Lake Tahoe Water Users’ Association. (Present: Col. A. M. Barton, chair- 
man, Will M. Bliss, Harry O. Comstock, Charles Young, and O. P. Stanley.) 

Washoe County commissioners. (Represented by Ernest J. Kleppe.) 

Churchill County commissioners. (Not represented.) 

Ormsby County commissioners. (Not represented.) 

Douglas County commissioners. (Not represented.) 

City of Reno. (Represented by Mayor Francis Smith, city manager Emery 
Branch, city attorney Sam Frankovich, and Raymond M. Smith of Regional 
Planning Commission of Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County.) 

City of Sparks. (Represented by Mayor D. J. Fodrin, City Attorney John G, 
Spann, and Councilman E. L. Allard.) 

Nevada State Planning Board. (Represented by A. M. McKenzie, secretary, 
and Hugh A. Shamberger, and C. V. Isbell, members.) 

United States Office of Indian Affairs. (Represented by R. B. Mellin, range 
conservationist). 

Nevada State Fish and Game Commission, 

Mr. F. R. Breen. The Nevada State Fish and Game Commission 
is represented by F. R. Breen and Stanley H. Brown, both attorneys. 
We also represent Washoe Sportsmen’s Association, Washoe Fish and 
Game Association, the Federated Sportsmen of the State of Nevada, 
Fish for the Truckee, Inc., and Elko County Game Commission. 
Also present is Mr. Allen F. Pollitt and Mr. Jack Fraser, of the Cali- 
fornia Fish and Game Commission. 

Senator MaLonge. Nevada Retail Merchants’ Association, Reno, 
Tate Williams, secretary-manager. Is Mr. Williams here, or anyone 
representing the association? 

(Not represented.) 

Senator Matong. The Washoe County Sportsmen’s Association is 
represented by vou, Mr. Breen, along with the Nevada State Fish and 
Game Commission? 

Mr. Breen. Yes. 

Senator MALONE (reading): 


Churchill County Chamber of Commerce. (Not represented.) 

California State Chamber of Commerce. (Not represented.) 

California State Fish and Game Commission. (Represented by Jack Fraser; 
Allen F. Pollitt, assistant supervisor of fish hatcheries; and Tom Borneman, fish 
and game patrol warden.) 

Carson Valley Water Users’ Association. 
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Mr. Grorce Devore. Fred Settelmever, Fred Dressler, Ed 
Godecke, Graham C. Sanford, John B. Dangberg, Arla Hansen, and 
Brooks Park. And, in that connection, | also represent the Carson 
Valley Water Users’ Association, the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District, and the Washoe County Conservation District 
Senator Martone. Who is chairman of the association 
Mr. GeorGcre Devore. I'am 

Senator MALONI reading 


lruckee River Flood Control Committee Present: Joe MeDonald, chairman 
Kemor Branch, and Dr. Vineent Gianella 

Civil defense Represented by Sam Houghton 

Washoe County Planning Board Represented by Raymond M. Smith 

Washoe County engineer, A. FE. Holgate Present 

American Legior Not represented 

Veterans of Foreign Wars, Post 407 Represented by Clarence Patton 

Veterans of Foreign Wars, Post 9210 Also represented by Clarence Pattor 

1] Dorado Chamber of Commerce, Placerville, Calif., Wallace Ripley, chairman 
Not represented 


Individuals: John W Blum, assemblyvman, Washoe County not present 
Louis J. ( apurro, assemblyman, Washoe County (not present : Chester Christen 
sen, assemblvman, Washoe County (not present M.A. Fairchild, assemblyman, 
Washoe County (not present Ellis J. Folsom, director of State motor vehicl 
department, Carson City, Nev. (not present); Sam B. Francovich, assemblyman, 
Washoe County (not present Marvin B. Humphrey, assemblyman, Washoe 
County (not present); Claude H. Smith, editor, Fallon Standard, Fallon, Nev. 


not present 


Now, that covers the list specifically notified. Is there anyone else? 
The following responded: ) 


Will M. Bliss, representing Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee, and 
also appointed by the directors of Lake Tahoe Sierra Chamber of Commerce to 
represent them 

H. T. Johnson, State senator from Placer County, Calif. 

Robert J. Sullivan, manager, and Albert W. Nichols and Harry Gray, directors 
of Sparks (Nev.) Chamber of Commerce. 

William L. Clark, Reno Chamber of Commerce. 

C. Edmonds, general manager of the Truckee Publie Utility District, Truckee, 
Calif 

Nat I. Brown, director of Fernley Chamber of Commerce, Lyon County, Nev. 

Harold Depaoli, Wadsworth, Nev., chairman of supervisors, North Truckee 
Soil Conservation District. 

Blake N. Darling, Carson City, Nev., chairman of supervisors, Cason Valley 
Soil Conservation District 

Edward L, Pine, Reno, Nev., representing Associated General Contractors. 

Daniel Slater, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, Calif. 

Truckee River Improvement and Flood Control Committee, represented by 
the following members: 


Joseph F. McDonald, chairman, Nevada State Journal 

E. C. Branch, vice chairman and secretary, Reno city manager 
Elliott R. Cann, Reno city engineer 

F. R. Smith, mayor of Reno 

C. ©. Taylor, water conservation district 

Tate Williams, Nevada Retail Merchants’ Association 
William Brussard, Reno Chamber of Commerce 

John Sanford, Reno Evening Gazette 

Phil Cowgill, Sierra Pacifie Power Co 

George Devore, Sierra Pacific Power Co. 

Prof. Vincent P. Gianella, retired (University of Nevada) 
Edward L. Pine, Associated General Contractors 

Eugene Shephard, United States Weather Bureau 

Ernest Kleppe, Washoe County commissioner 

Ivan Sack, United States Forest Service 

Clyde Houston, Soil Conservation Service 

Lester Hilp, property owner 
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William Sanford, property owner 

Charles Mapes, property owner 

George Wingfield, Jr., property owner 

H. B. Richards, Truckee-Carson Irrigation District 
William Cashill, legal 

John Robinson, legal 

John Spann, Sparks city attorney 

Senator Matong. The first witness we will call this morning will be 
Harvey McPhail, Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation. 
Mr. McPhail, will you state vour name, title, and address? | 

Mr. McePuait. My name is Harvey 8S. MePhail, Assistant Com- 
missioner, Bureau of Reclamation, Washington, D. C 

Senator Martone. Mr. McPhail, I presume vou have » other members 
of your staff who might specify in more detail the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion surveys and the status of their reports. 

Mr. McPuatn. We have, Senator, three gentlemen from our Carson 
C ity office who are diree tly en waged in the investigation work on the 
Carson, Truckee, and Walker Rivers 

Senator Martone. Will you outline who these men are, and their 
titles, for the benefit of the record? 

Mr. McPuait. I think Mr. Hollis Hunt will be the spokesman for 
the group, and will present a written statement briefly summarizing 
the work which the Bureau has done, and be available, as I am, to 
answer any questions. 

Senator Matonr. We hope to hear vou later today, Mr. Hunt, or 
tomorrow if the hearing is not completed tods av, to round out the 
testimony. Now, what are the powe e nerating possibilities, in the 
opinion of your office, if power can be developed, especially on the 
Carson and Walker Rivers, with particular regard to the time element, 
how it is coordinated within the general power pic ture in the area? 

Mr. McPuatn. Well, as to the Truckee and Carson Rivers, I don’t 
know whether the work is advanced so we can speak on the Walker. 
There are three different plans, at the moment, which the Bureau is 
considering in connection with the Truckee and Carson Rivers. The 
power possibilities in those three plans include, in the largest one, 
about 56,000 kilowatts of installed capacity, with an average genera- 
tion annually of about 325 million kilowatt-hours. The intermedi- 
ate scheme proposed the development of 44,000 kilowatts, with an 
annual generation of about 260 million kilowatt-hours. And the 
third one involves an installed capacity of 36,000 kilowatts, with an 
annual production of 145 million kilowatt-hours. 

The cost of those has not been determined in detail, but roughly 
they run about $100 million for the largest scheme, about $75 million 
for the intermediate, and about $50 million for the last scheme. 

Senator Matone. Is that cost on the de ‘velopment of the power, or 
on flood-control and irrigation possibilities? 

Mr. McPuart. Those involve the irrigation possibilities, also a 
large measure of flood control. I am sorry I can’t answer myself 
whether they include the total flood-control program that is involved, 
but I understand it does include the major flood control. Also, there 
are some new lands included in the largest scheme, with supplemental 
water for existing lands. The smaller schemes involve supplemental 
water supplies, but they do not involve new irrigated lands. 

Senator Matone. That includes what rivers, to be specific, and the 
location? 
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Mr. McPuatit. I would prefer vou would have Mr. Hunt speak on 
that, because he is more fa‘niliar with the plans than I am. 

Senator MALONE. Does this include the three rivers? 

Mr. McPuai. Two, Truckee and Carson, is all. 

Senator Matong. Now, could you tell us anvthing about how the 
generation of this power might be dovetailed or worked into the 
power supply of the entire watershed, and also the supply of power 
that is contemplated from Shasta, Folsom, and other developments 
of the Central Valley project? 

Mr. McPuain. The way the investigations are set up at the moment, 
three independent operations, the operations can very materially 
improve integration with the Central Valley project. Under the 
facilities now set up they provide about two-thirds annual firm energy, 
and about one-third is energy of a secondary nature. If integrated 
with the Central Valley project, practically all the power can be used. 

Senator Martone. Is power contemplated in further development 
in the Central Valley project? 

Mr. McPuatrt. It is contemplated in the Folsom development, 
and the opportunities are still better as the Central Valley project is 
expanded. 

Senator Manone. The Folsom Dam is on the American River? 

Mr. McPuam. Yes. 

Senator MaLtone. What are the additional developments contem- 
plated? 

Mr. McPuat. Well, there are a large number of them. The 
Trinity River development is one of the most important. The devel- 
opment of the upper American River area is one that is particularly 
important to this area because of the proximity. And, in addition to 
that, a very large number of possibilities extend from the Feather 
River on the north to the San Joaquin on the south. 

Senator Matone. The dams contemplated under the Central 
Valley project will generate power, both firm and secondary? 

Mr. McPuar. That is correct. 

Senator Matone. And it will be available for the entire area, under 
the provisions of the Reclamation Act, in accordance with the needs 
and necessities? 

Mr. McPuai. That is correct. 

Senator MaLone. How long a period of time do you anticipate that 
the construction of these dams on the rivers mentioned would take? 

Mr. McPuaum. I would like to ask Mr. Hunt to answer that, if he 
can 

Mr. Hoxiuts Hunt. I would say, offhand, 10 years. It would 
depend on how much money is appropriated each year. Ten to 
twelve vears. 

Senator Matone. Do you have any further statements you would 
like to make, Mr. McPhail? 

Mr. McPuaw. No; I do not. I anticipate that Mr. Hunt will 
place in the record his prepared statement, whenever you call upon 
him as a witness. 

Senator Matonr. Do you have a prepared statement? 

Mr. McPuatt. I do not, myself. 

Senator Matonr. Thank you, Mr. McPhail. 

Mr. F. R. Breen, representing Nevada State Fish and Game 
Commission, and others. 
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Mr. Breen. Could you tell, briefly, if you know, in the different 
plans that have been submitted what consideration has been given as 
to the effect of the different projects on the fish life, in both the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers? 

Mr. McPuatt. I understand that has been fully considered. 

Mr. Breen. Do you know just what that consideration consisted 
of? 

Mr. McPuam. No;I donot. Mr. Hunt can answer that fully. 

Mr. Breen. Are you familiar with the Lahonton Basin report of 
1948? 

Mr. McPuati. In a general way, yes. 

Mr. Breen. Is that more or less up to date as far as fish is con- 
cerned? 

Mr. McPuaw. I am afraid I can’t answer that. Mr. Hunt would 
be more familiar with that than I am. 

Senator Manone. Does anyone else have any questions? 

Mr. George Devore, representing Sierra Pacific Power Co., and 
others. 

Mr. Devore. In July 1950, when you met with the water users’ 
committee in Reno, a statement was made, in connection with the 
developments proposed, that a bill might be passed whereby Nevada 
could obtain a portion of the power generated on these streams, 
similar to that on Boulder Dam; is that correct? 

Mr. McPuatt. I do not recall it. If the developments considered 
were authorized under the reclamation law, the requirements of the 
reclamation law would have to be observed. If the Congress passes 
any special legislation of any kind, certainly the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion would be governed by the legislation. 

Senator Matonr. By the way, I wish to introduce Mr. A. M. 
Smith, commonly known as Tom Smith, formerly State engineer of 
Nevada, whom I asked to attend here. 

Mr. A. M. Smirx. The question I wanted to ask Mr. McPhail 
was: In the integration suggested with the Central Valley project 
of the developments on the Truckee and Carson, you made a state- 
ment that the power would be firmed up by such integration. Does 
that contemplate firming up by the construction of steam plants in 
California? 

Mr. McPuain. Not necessarily. Of course, steam plant construc- 
tion would further aid in that connection, but I was speaking only as to 
the integration of the hydroelectric facilities. 

Senator Martone. Mr. McPhail, it wouldn’t make any difference 
who furnished this firm power, whether it was furnished by private 
companies or the Bureau of Reclamation, just that whatever power 
was necessary would be available; is that correct? 

Mr. McPuain. That is correct. No matter where the power came 
from. 

Mr. Devore. I think the Pacifie Gas & Electric Co. and the Cali- 
fornia Edison Co., and I believe our own company, the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co., have many times specified that if steam power was 
needed they either have transportation facilities available or would 
construct facilities to take the power where it was needed. Is that 
true? 

Mr. McPuait. The Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has said that. 

Senator Matone. Has the Sierra Pacific Power Co., also? 
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Mir. McPuau I don’t know as they were ever called upon to 
make that statement. 

Mr. Devore. I would like to ask Mr. MePhail whether the Bureau 
has considered these projects from the standpoint principally of power, 
or flood control, or irrigation 

Mr. MePuait. The Bureau of Reclamation considered first the 
maximum benefits that can arise from the development of the water 
resources, Which includes all the items you speak of. 

Senator Matonr. Are there any furthei que ‘stions? 

Mr. Robert A. Allen, chairman of the Public Service Commission 
of the State of Nevada. 

Mr. Auten. What is the apparent proportion of funds that would 
be necessary for flood control, for power, and for irrigation? Have 
you made any segregation of those projects? 

Mr. MePuaiu. I think we have, but I am not familiar with that 
myself. I think Mr. Hunt can answer that question for you. 

Senator Maztone. Are there any further questions? 1 would like 
to say, before we proceed, that this will be a very informal hearing. 
Questions will be allowed from any interested party, and anyone who 
wishes may review their testimony before it is published. Now we 
will have the State engineer of Nevada, Mr. Hugh A. Shamberger, 
who also represents Gov. Charles Russell, of Nevada. Will you state 
your name and position? 

Mr. SHamBercer. | am Hugh A. Shamberge n State engineer of 
Nevada The Governor was SOrry he couldn’t be here, but he has 
some other engagements today, and he asked me to represent him at 
this hearing, knowing I would be here. 

I don’t believe that at this time I have any specific statement to 
make. Ido want to say, for the office of the State engineer, that we 
are quite familiar with the work that has been done and the work that 
is now going on in the area, and agree with you that, following the 
completion of the present work of the Bureau of Reclamation, we 
should have enough surveys and basic data upon which to predicate 
any project. I imagine that the present work being done by the 
3ureau will probably be the final large undertaking of such nature. 

Now, | understand that Mr. Hunt will be able to state the features 
of the various programs that are being covered in the present sur- 
veys, and I think these programs should be evaluated on the basis of 
the greatest benefit to the people of the area. And the State engi- 
neer’s office stands ready to give any assistance it can to get this 
thing going as rapidly as possible. We realize that flood control is a 
feature important both on the Carson River and the Truckee River, 
as well as the development of the full resources of these two rivers, 
including power and irrigation. 

I think that is all I have to say at the moment. I may have further 
comments to make later. 

Senator Martone. Thank you, Mr. Shamberger, and we will count 
on you making further comments after you have heard the Seen. 
I want to say that the State engineer’s office and the Governor’s 
office have cooperated with our committee completely. Now we have 
the California Division of Water Resources. Mr. A. D. Edmonston, 
State engineer, is not here. We will have Mr. Smitherum. Will 
vou come forward and make a statement? 
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Mr. SmirHeruM. The State engineer of California has no statement 
to submit at this time. Also, the State engineer of California has not 
prepared any comments on the Army engineers’ report of 1946, in 
which there are several plans which concern Lake Tahoe water and 
flood control on the Truckee River. The State engineer of Cali- 
fornia stands ready to cooperate in every way in the matter of these 
projects. That is all I have to say. 

Senator Matone. You are familiar with the 1946 report? 

Mr. SmirHerum. Not entirely. 

Senator Martone. The a ate engineer of California has always co- 
operated with the State engineer of Nevada? 

Mr. SmirHerum. Yes 

Senator Matone. And we hope it will continue. The matter under 
consideration now is the preliminary setup of 1946, particularly. 
We hope there will be at least another comprehensive report, if not a 
final report, early next year. Anything you could do to bring the 
1946 report to Mr. Edmonston’s attention will be appreciated. 

Mr. Smiruerum. I will do that. 

Senator Matone. Thank you. Next we would like to hear from 
Col. A. M. Barton, chief engineer and general manager of the Reclama- 
tion Board of the State of California. They have always cooperated 
with the State of Nevada. 

Colonel Barron. In my capacity as chief engineer of the State 
reclamation board I would like to say this in regard to the Corps of 
Engineers’ report of about 1946, if I recall it correctly: Shortly after 
that, about 2 vears later, in 1948, Mr. Will Bliss, who is now a member 
of the Interstate Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee, submitted 
a report for the Tahoe-Sierra Resort Owners’ Association. The 
opinions and decisions expressed in that report do not officially repre- 
sent the views of the Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee, but 
in general [ think they do. I have a short written report for your 
committee, as the chairman of the Interstate Lake Tahoe Water 
Conference Committee, but | might say this: I have been associated 
with various problems of flood control some 28 years, on the State 
reclamation board, in connection with the Corps of Engineers, repre- 
senting the Federal Government, in carrying out flood control on the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries. It has 
been the reclamation board’s job through the years to act as a sort of 
open forum, where any interested party might air his views in regard 
to the various problems of flood control. The people are inclined 
to be emphatic for flood control immediately after some high water 
which has upset their equilibrium, so to speak, but after things have 
gotten more or less back to normal they usually forget about it, until 
the next high water. 

Now, in this particular instance, as you well know, there is a 
menace to the people in the vicinity of Lake Tahoe, the landowners, 
due to high water, accelerated by high winds. Also, I understand, 
they have a problem, particularly around Reno, on the Truckee River, 
where the menace of flood hangs over them, and we understand why 
you people want to see something done about flood control on the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers. I understand there are some studies 
being made by the State engineer of California as to taking water out 
of Lake Tahoe. And the Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee, 


oo 
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appointed by the two Governors, in an advisory capacity only, may 
be very useful as a clearing house, so that a final solution can be 
placed before the people. 

I will be glad to answer any questions which I can. 

Senator Matone. Do you know whether there has been any 
official report submitted by the Lake Tahoe Water Users Association 
as to the Army engineers report of 1946? 

Colonel Barron. Until such time as the final report would be 
brought forth by the Army engineers and the various other entities, 
the Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee would not be in a 
position to make any definite comment, although, as I stated before, 
the report by Mr. Will Bliss in connection with the Resort Owners 
Association more or less voices the views of the conference committee, 
as of this moment. 

The report referred to is as follows:) 


PRELIMINARY Report OF THE LAKE TAHOE INTERSTATE WATER CONFERENCE 
CoMMITTEE ISSUED AS A PUBLIC SERVICE FOR THE INFORMATION OF INTERESTED 
TAHOE PROPERTY OWNERS IN THE STATES OF CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA 


This preliminary report is distributed by this office for the information of all 
water users of the States of Nevada and California in the hope that it will provide 
information for all of our citizens and with the hope that it will extend and improve 
the interstate relations of our citizens with those of our sister State, California. 

CHARLES H, Russg.t, 
Governor of Nevada. 


The conference committee, in adopting this report of its chairman, wishes to 
acknowledge his invaluable aid and the devotion of his time and effort to the 
protection of Lake Tahoe 

The committee wishes also to acknowledge the very important contributions to 
this cause made throughout the years by the following persons, all pioneer mem- 
bers of the Lake Tahoe Conference Committee: The late V. 8. McClatchy, Henry 
S. Droste, Henry 8. Lyon, Andrew L. Haight and W. S. Bliss. 

Members of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee: 


CALIFORNIA NEVADA 
Harry O. Comstock, Brockway, Calif. Will M. Bliss, Glenbrook, Nev. 
George Kehlet, Meeks Bay, Calif. George G. Devore, Reno, Nev. 
Charles Young, Bijou, Calif. J. W. Johnson, Fallon, Nev. 


THe RECLAMATION Boarp, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Sacramento, Calif., August 4, 1952. 

To: Messrs. Harry O. Comstock, George Kehlet, and Charles Young, members 

of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee from California 

Messrs. Will M. Bliss, George G. Devore, and J. W. Johnson, members of 

the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee from Nevada. 

GENTLEMEN: Submitted herewith is a historical résumé leading to regulations, 

now in effect, of Lake Tahoe water surface elevations, together with a brief 

synopsis of four plans that have been presented to the Lake Tahoe Interstate 

Water Conference Committee, that include measures for alleviation of damaging 

high water levels at Lake Tahoe, control of floods on the Truckee and Carson 

tivers, and related problems of power development, drainage and irrigation 
within their respective watersheds. 


GENERAL INFORMATION 


Lake Tahoe has a water surface area of approximately 193 square miles. 
Based on a lake elevation of 6,223 feet above sea level, its greatest length is 


21.06 miles, its greatest width is 11.88 miles and maximum depth, 1,640 feet. 
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Slightly more than two-thirds of the lake is within California and the remainder 
in Nevada. 

The outlet of Lake Tahoe is the Truckee River which meanders for about 100 
miles in a general northeasternly direction and finally loses itself in Nevada’s 
Pyramid Lake, the surface elevation of which is approximately 2,300 feet below 
the level of Lake Tahoe. 

LAKE OUTLET 


Discharges from the lake at all times are controlled by the operation of 17 gates 
that are installed in a concrete dam located near the lake’s outlet in the vicinity 
of Tahoe City. This dam was completed in 1913 by the United States Reclama- 
tion Service to replace a log structure built in the early 1870’s by the Donner 
Lumber & Boom Co. The sill elevation of these gates is 6,219. Their operation, 
however, is not the sole factor in regulating discharges from Lake Tahoe \ 
natural rim, composed of hard material whose elevation is approximately 6,223 


extends across the outlet channel about 700 feet upstream from the dam, over 
which waters must pass before discharging through the gates into the Truckee 
River. Thus, the rim has an important effect on maximum possible lake d 
charges. 

Lake Tahoe, serving in part as a storage reservoir, has a maximum useable 
capacity of 752,000 acre-feet. Other reservoirs located in the Truckee River 
Basin, the stored waters of which are utilized for irrigation purposes and the 
generation of power in Nevada, are Boca Reservoir on the Little Truckee River, 
with a storage capacity of 40,000 acre-feet, Donner Lake on Donner Creek, with 
a capacity of 10,000 acre-feet, and Independence Lake on Independence Creek, 
a tributary of Little Truckee River, with a capacity of 17,500 acre-feet. 

Under conditions presently existing, engineering analysis indicates that to 
adequately serve these Nevada interests, it is essential that a zone of 6.1 feet 
between extreme low water, elevation 6,223 and extreme high water, elevation 
6,229.1, be available in Lake Tahoe and used in conjunction with Lahontan 
teservoir, together with power pondage on the Little Truckee River. The 
average annual evaporation of Lake Tahoe is 38.2 inches, totaling about 382,000 
acre-feet, Or approximately twice the average annual withdrawals. By reason 
of existing water rights on the Truckee River, it is impracticable, if not illegal, 
to fix an extreme low level which would be higher than the natural rim of the 
lake, which is elevation 6,223.0. 


lis- 


HISTORICAL BACKGROUND RE 1915 FEDERAL COURT DECREE 


In 1915, the Federal Government acquired control of the waters of Lake Tahoe 
under the so-called 1915 decree, which is on record in the Office of the United 
States Federal Court, San Francisco, in file entitled, ‘‘U/nited States of America v. 
The Truckee General Electric Company (District Court of the United States in 
and for the Northern District of California, second division, No. 14861’’). The 
rights and interests of the Lake Tahoe littoral and riparian owners were not 
determined under this decree. 

During years of light precipitation, evaporation and winter withdrawals from 
Lake Tahoe (permitted under the 1915 decree for power generation on the Truckee 
River and irrigation storage at Lahontan) have occasionally depleted the storage 
in Lake Tahoe to such an extent that there has ceased to be sufficient flow from 
Lake Tahoe to serve the rights and interests of the water users on the Truckee 
River, with consequent injury to crops, stock, and publie health. Requests to 
permit withdrawal of lake waters by pumping in order to alleviate these shortages 
in Nevada have been granted on several occasions, and refused on others. 

The approximate amount of water pumped from Lake Tahoe in the years 


indicated is as follows: 


icre-feet 
1924, Aug. 2 to Nov. 7 34, 000 
1929, Aug. 6 to Dec. 11 33, 960 








1930, Aug. 21 to Nov. 16 25, 080 
1934, July 12 to Nov. 10 ; 24, 610 
WON de Sein ac Sree rt ’ 117, 650 


In July 1931, such an appeal was made by Gov. F. W. Balzar, of Nevada, to 
Gov. James Rolph, Jr., Governor of California, for permission to pump Lake 
Tahoe water into the Truckee River to relieve the severe drought then prevalent 
in the State of Nevada. Governor Balzar’s request to pump water from Lake 
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Tahoe was not granted. The undersigned was instructed by Governor Rolph 
to represent him in this matter, and furthermore, endeavor to find a solution 
that would end the controversy that had existed for 30 years between the 2 
States, over the waters of Lake Tahoe 


THI rRUCKEE RIVER AGREEMENT 


The Federal Government was about to execute with Nevada water users a 
Truckee River agreement to supplement the 1915 decree. The proposed agree- 
ment contained provisions objected to by Attorney General Webb on behalf of 


the State of California, and by other interests, including the Lake Tahoe Protec- 
tive Association composed of Lake Tahoe property owners. The Secretary of 
i juest, delayed execution of the agreement, until the interests 
referred to could be heard. 
iis time the respective Governors of California and Nevada created the 
Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee (as an advisory body 
consisting of three representatives from each State, with the undersigned as 
chairman, to adjust conflicting differences and secure adoption of a mutually 
Satisfactory agreement. 


the Interior. on re 


With this objective in view, the conference committee convened on numerous 
oceasions during 1934 at Tahoe City, Sacramento, and San Francisco. Attending 
these meetings, and participating in the deliberations, were Federal and State 
officials, engineers, and attorneys, together with numerous representatives of the 
interests concerned 


The final draft of the agreement, prepared at meetings held in late October 1934, 
at which D. W. Ross, representing Secretary of the Interior Ickes, was present, 
received the unanimous approval of the conference committee. 


The committee’s ultimate endorsement of this agreement was given, with the 
full realization that no plan could be formulated that would meet the unanimous 
approval of all interests concerned. The conference committee, after scrupulous 
cousideration, was of the unanimous opinion that the agreement as adopted, would 


best conserve the general interest with least injury to individuals. 


Prior to taking final action relative to the amended agreement, the conference 
committer n compliance with the request of Governor Merriam, of California, 
communicated with such California lake-frontage owners of which they had a 
record, to ascertain insofar as possible, their views relative to said agreement, 
particularly with regard to the maximum lake-level provisions. 

Replies indicated that on a basis of the 28.7 miles of California lake frontage 
then in private ownership, 69 percent of these lakeshore owners were in favor of 
the findings of the conference committee, that provided for a maximum lake level 
of 6,229.1, and owners representing 9.4 miles, or 31 percent of the then privately 
owned land on the lakefront in California, were opposed to the measure. Several 
owners who registered disapproval of the agreement, it was disclosed, had pre- 
viously disposed of their rights to sue the Federal Government for any damages 
resulting from high or low lake levels 

In terms of acreage of privately owned lakeshore lands in both California and 
Nevada, engineering studies revealed that a high lake level of 6,229.1 affected a 
total of 397.98 acres. A maximum elevation of 6,228 would have affected 379.78 
acres of lake frontage in the same category. 

Placer County with 6.4 miles of beaches dedicated to public use, through its 
board of supervisors, approved the modified plan. Eight of the eleven directors 
of the Lake Tahoe Protective Association also gave their endorsement. 

Final execution of the agreement was delayed until 1937, chiefly due to minor 
adjustments between the Federal Government, the Washoe County Water Con- 
servation District, and the Sierra-Pacific Power Co. 

This agreement, having as its parties the United States of America, Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District, Washoe County Water Conservation District, and the 
Sierra-Pacific Power Co., as thus endorsed and executed, provided the following 
terms and conditions: 

‘1. The construction of the Boca Reservoir for downstream storage of 40,000 
acre-feet, thus restricting the demand for withdrawal of water from the lake for 
the Washoe County Water Conservation District. 

“2 The low level of the lake is fixed at the rim, elevation 6,223. 

“3. The high lake level is fixed at 6,229.1 (uader the ‘1915’ decree a high level 
was not fixed, and the Government claimed all storage above elevation 6,229.1. 
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‘4. Provision for release of water to prevent probable damage from threatened 
excessive high levels as indicated each vear in March and April by snow survey 
and other data which are to be regularly gathered. Under the ‘‘1915” decree no 
such provisions or safeguards were provided. 

“5. Reduction of withdrawals in the 


winter months for power purposes when 
the lake level reaches certain low elevations. 

“OG; Relinquishment by the Government of its claimed right to store water in 
Lake Tahoe above 6,229.1 


‘7. Control of the gates at tl dam by the Truckee-Carson irrigation district 
acting as agent for the United States Government, as provided by the ‘1915’ 
decree and the Truckee River decree. 

‘8. Prohibition of diversion of waters from the lake by 
physical conditions at or near the outlet thereof 

It should be noted that neither the State of California and Nevada, nor the 
littoral owners of property riparian to Lake Tahoe, are parties to this agreement. 


SNOW SURVEY FOR FORECASTIN( Ot RUNOFF 


attempt to determine the water content of a definite area of snow.’’ The Tahoe 
Basin, with a focal point at Mount Rose Observatory, was a birthplace of western 
snow survey. Its use has been the forecasting of runoff including the rise of Lake 
Tahoe. Snow surveying first took the form of measurement of the cubic contents 
or acre-feet of water in the snow for the entire Tahoe Basin. A 


‘In its origin snow survey was a simple practical thing It was merely the 


percentage or 
so-called Nevada method was developed after which it was necessary only to 
maintain a series of measurements carefully taken in the same spot each year or 
along definitely fixed snow courses It was definitely determined that a 75 percent 
snow cover of April 1 assumed approximately equal percentage runoff during the 
months of April to July, inclusive, after which the streams feeding Lake ‘lahoe 
rapidly become low and dependent almost entirely on late summer rains. ‘The 
rise of Lake Tahoe when corrected for discharge bears the same general relation- 
ship. Thus it can be and is rather definitely determined from these snow surveys 
just what the approximate rise of Lake Tahoe will be in a given season. Protection 
to shoreline property as against high water can be gained by proper manipulation 
of the gates in the dam below the rim of the lake. 





DAMAGES CREATED BY HIGH LAKE ELEVATIONS AND EXCESSIVE FLOOD RUNOFF ON 
THE TRUCKEE RIVER 


Since 1900, Lake Tahoe elevations have equaled or exceeded elevation 6.229.1 
in 7 different years, but only once (1917) since the installation of the present dam 
and gates. During this same period the lake level reached elevation 6.228.0 24 
times. The highest elevation of 6,231.26 was recorded in July 1907, and the 
minimum of 6.221.79 in December of 1931. 

During the 49-year period of streamflow records prior to 1950, there have been 
two damaging rain floods and three damaging snow-melt floods on the Truckee 
and Carson Rivers. 

Losses resulting from the 1950 flood on the Truckee River in the vicinity of 
Reno and the Truckee Meadows is estimated by the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, to have totaled $3,153,000. 

During 1951, the high-water elevations prevailing at Lake Tahoe, combined with 
wave action created by high winds, according to estinats made by the Army 
engineers, caused a damage totaling $200,000 to beach installations, septic tanks, 
wharves, ete., along its 7l-mile shoreline. Some of this loss can doubtless be 
attributed to lack of information relative to the present maximum legal lake 
elevation (6,229.1 Lake Tahoe datum) that may occur. 

From a field survey of the lakeshore made in 1930, it was determined that were 
were 22 piers with decks at elevation 6,230, or less, and 16 landings in connection 
with piers that were below elevation 6,230. 

Last summer the Lake Tahoe Conference Committee, in an effort directed 
toward the alleviation of these damages, issued a warning that all structures on 
the shores of Lake Tahoe should be placed well above elevation 6,229.1, Lake 
Tahoe datum. This warning was forwarded to postmasters, newspapers, resort 
and lake-frontage owners, in the Tahoe area. 


30617—53——-2 
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VARIOUS PLANS FOR UTILIZATION AND CONTROL OF WATERS OF THE TRUCKEE AND 
CARSON RIVER BASINS SEE MAP ATTACHED) 


lo date, there have been four plans presented before the Lake Tahoe Confer- 
ence Committee, all of which involve the use of Lake Tahoe as a storage or 
regulating reservoir, as follows: 

1. Corps of Engineers, United States Army 

2. United States Bureau of Reclamation, plan of development for the Washoe 


3. California Division of Water Resources Study. 
t+. Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee plan of development 


Plan 1. The Corps of Engineers, United States Army 


Che Corps of Engineers is carrying on its investigation under specific congres- 
sional authority. This proposal was first presented in detail by United States 
engineers to various public agencies and local interests for comment in September 
1946. Numerous conferences and public hearings have been held for considera- 
tion of this report 

It is a prerequisite to the adoption by Congress of such reports that interested 
parties have considered and commented thereon. In this instance many of those 
to whom this report has been submitted for such action have failed to respond. 
Mr. Will M. Bliss, chairman of the water-level-study committee of the Lake 
Tahoe Sierra Association, and Mr. H. F. Droste, secretary of that organization, 
then also a member of the Lake Tahoe Conference Committee from California, 
forwarded their reply to the Army engineers on August 7, 1948. Mr. Bliss is 
also a member of the Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee from Nevada 
Che recommendations contained in the above communication were as follows: 

‘1. We recommend the stabilization of the Lake Tahoe water surface, both 
low and high, at points to give the most benefit to the property owners on Lake 
lahoe and the water users on the Truckee River 

“2. This committee believes and recommends that the high level of the lake 
should be reduced to 6,228 feet, the water so declared by such reduction stored 
in some downstream reservoir not vet developed; 

“3. This committee further recommends the establishment by court decree of 
the minimum natural rim of Lake Tahoe at elevation 6223.3 feet, and that the 
present natural rim or outlet of Lake Tahoe be not disturbed in any manner; 

‘4. This committee further recommends a study of the feasibility of the instal- 
lation of pumps at the outlet of Lake Tahoe in front of said natural rim to knock 
off the crest of high water and act as a standby for pumping water from below the 
rim in case of acute drought in the future and a necessity for the relief thereof, 
and the possible infringement of the legal rights of the littoral owners at Lake 
Tahoe by the installation of said pumps; 

‘5. This committee further recommends an adjudication of the rights of 
riparian and other lake front property owners along the shores of Lake Tahoe in 
California and Nevada.” 

Your committee believes and recommends that any right for the generation of 
power by the power interests in California and Nevada that may attach to the 
water stored between the elevation 6,229.1 and 6,228.0 in Lake Tahoe should 
follow this water so transferred to some downstream reservoir, have the same 
priority, and be in the same amount 

The 1946 interim report draft of the Corps of Engineers provides: 

a) Improvement of Lake Tahoe outlet and reduction of maximum stage from 
§,229.1 to 6,228.0 

bh) Construction of Prosser Dam and Reservoir to provide 135,000 acre-feet 
of replacement storage to compensate for lowering storage capacity of Lake 
Tahoe; 

Construction of a diversion dam on Truckee River just above Truckee, 

and a 500 cubic foot per second capacity diversion conduit therefrom to Prosser 
teservoir; 

d) Channel improvement and levees along Truckee River from Reno to 
Vista (through Truckee Meadows) with 10,000 cubie feet per second capacity, 
including replacement of existing dams in river; 

‘(e) Modifieation of operation of Boca Reservoir for flood storage.’’ 

The first cost of these improvements was estimated to be $13,360,000, of which 
$12,498,000 would be borne by the Federal Government, and $862,000 by ‘‘Local 


interests 
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Many of the above items have been subsequently reinvestigated by the Corps 
of Engineers, and costs thereon reestimated so that as of May 1951 the cost of 
this project was found to be in excess of $19,000,000. Furthermore, partial 
appraisal of the ‘benefits’ by the Corps of Engineers on a current basis indicates 
that due to such increase in costs, the economic justification of the project may 
now be in jeopardy. 

Alternate plans that have been studied by the Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, are as follows: 

Diversion from Truckee River below Iceland, and storage in an offchannel 
reservoir in Lemmon Valley, north of Reno, Nev.; 

Diversion from Truckee River below Iceland, and storage in an offchannel 
reservoir in Washoe Valley, south of Reno; 

Storage in Stampede Valley on Little Truckee River 

Storage on Truckee River by construction of a dam at the Dukes site just 
below the mouth of Prosser Creek; and 

Storage on Truckee River by construction of a dam near Lawton, Nev., west 
of Reno. 

All of these proposals had two objectives in common, namely, the provision 
of substitute storage space to balance reduction in the storage capacity of Lake 
Tahoe that would occur if the lowering of the present legal maximum lake level 
for prevention of attendant damages is to be achieved; and also improvement 
of the Truckee River channel for control of flood waters through Reno, Nev., 
and the Truckee Meadows area. In pursuing these studies, the related problems 
of power development, irrigation, and drainage, were also considered. 


Plan 2. United States Bureau of Reclamation, investigation of the Washoe p oject 
( prese nted hy E. O. Larson. egional directo United States Bureau of 
Reclamation. Salt Lake City) 

“The Bureau of Reclamation is investigating various plans for further develop- 
ment of the resources of the Truckee and Carson Rivers. The investigation is 
being conducted in cooperation with the local water users, the Corps of Engineers 
and other local State and Federal organizations The Bureau recognizes that 
continued growth of the area near these streams is dependent to a large degree 
on additional control and use of available water supplies. This is true not only 
of the farming areas and cities but also of the outstanding recreationa! sites 
such as Lake Tahoe. All of the waters of the two rivers except floodwaters 
are now appropriated and controlled. The uncontrolled floodwaters become 
more and more damaging as the area develops. In November 1950 the rampag- 
ing Truckee and Carson Rivers caused millions of dollars worth of damage. In 
Reno alone the damage exceeded $2,000,000 

“The objective of the Bureau’s investigations is to develop the best plan for 
conserving the floodwaters for irrigation, power generation, and other purposes, 
and at the same time to control flood damage both along the river channels and 
at Lake Tahoe. To this end various storage possibilities are being explored. 

“With a view toward relieving flood damage at Lake Tahoe, the possibility of 
limiting variations of the lake level elevations from the present 6.1 feet to around 
5 feet is being studied. This could be accomplished without drawing the lake 
below the present rim elevation of 6,223 feet. One plan includes a 4-mile tunnel 
from Incline Beach on Lake Tahoe to Washoe Valley. From the Washoe end of 
the tunnel the water would drop through a powerplant and be regulated in Washoe 
Lake. It could then be released as desired into Truckee River drainage for irri- 
gation near Reno or elsewhere or it could be released into the Carson River for 
direct use or for storage in the Lahontan Reservoir. Even with this second outlet 
from Lake Tahoe the present outlet gates could continue to operate and sufficient 
water could be released to satisfy riparian rights 

“Tf the Washoe Lake development is a part of the final plan, other storage also 
would be required to control damaging floods and conserve the water of the two 
rivers. With adequate storage and with the construction of necessary diversion 
dams, canals, and appurtenant works, water presently unused would supplement 
inadequate irrigation supplies on 30,000 acres of land and would provide a full 
supply to 12,000 acres now unproductive. Drainage could improve the produc- 
tivity of 40,000 acres. This water could also generate 300,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
of electrical energy annually. Control of the streams would improve recreational 
and fish and wildlife values. With these multiple advantages of river develop- 
ment, the Bureau is encouraged in its attempt to find a feasible plan with benefits 
exceeding the costs by the widest possible margin.” 
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der St idy by California Division of Water Resources and Presente 
semobtyman Franc S Lindsay of California to the Conference Com 
Vay 16, 19 

Division of Water Resources, in conjunction with individual 
is presently engaged in an investigation of possibilities for 
at , and out of, Lake Tahoe through a 6-mile pressure tunnel 

Meeks Bay westerly into the Rubicon River, a tributary of the Americar 
in El Dorado County, Calif lhis procedure, if found economically feasible 
» power development proposed on the American River 


ilized to firn 
California and to divert water into Lake Tahoe in dry vears. It i 
dies now in progress will reveal a balance of draft and inflow from 
to and out of Lake Tahoe Che plan is presently in the prelimi 
, and if found justifiable may be coordinated into the statewide 

ng prepared by California’s Division of Water Resources. 


son Wate Users Committee suqgested Plan of Development 
ented by M George G. Devore, Chairman (member of the Lake 
from Nevada 


‘The suggested development by the committee includes in general the plan of 
development proposed by the Army engineers on the Truckee and Carson Rivers 
subject to certain modifications as to the regulation of water in the different 
reservoirs, development of power at Prosser Reservoir, Hirschdale and Floriston, 
priming of the water supply for Carson Valley, together with other minor changes 
and supplemented with the deve lopment of a reservoir at Stampede Valley on 
the Little Truckee River and a powerplant connected therewith on the Truckee 
River above Verdi 

“The general plan includes the following improvements: 

1. Improvement of conditions at the outlet of Lake Tahoe (cleaning channel 
below dam) which will permit larger releases of water from Lake Tahoe when 
necessary in order to prevent the high water level exceeding the maximum allow 
able lake level 

“2. Reduce the high water level of Lake Tahoe from its present elevation of 
6,229.1 to an elevation of 6,228.0 or a reduction in the storage capacity of approxi- 
mately 135,000 acre-feet 

‘3. It is suggested that an agreement be entered into between the Lake Tahoe 
and Nevada interests for the installation of a permanent pumping plant at the out- 
let of Lake Tahoe to be used under certain conditions and restrictions during 
periods when a deficiency of water supply exists in the Truckee River after th 
proposed improvements are constructed and also to be used when necessary in 
order to prevent the high water level of the lake rising above the new proposed 
high water level of 6,228.0 

‘4. The construction of a diversion dam about one-half mile west of the town of 
Truckee and a 500 cubic-feet-per-second-capacity pipeline and tunnel from that 
point to the proposed Prosser Reservoir. 

“5. The construction of a reservoir on Prosser Creek with a capacity of 135,000 
acre-feet to replace the storage capacity in Lake Tahoe by the reduction of the 
high water level in the amount of 1.1 foot. The construction of the Prosser 
Creek Reservoir and the Truckee-Prosser flowline to be contingent upon its 
economics. 

“6. In order to improve the benefits that can be secured in this development, it 
is proposed that all the water that the Sierra Pacific Power Co. is entitled to use 
for the generation of power, be diverted into the Prosser flowline and carried to the 
Prosser Reservoir, and that the Sierra Pacific Power Co. be granted the right to 
construct a powerplant below Prosser Reservoir and utilize the waters flowing in 
the Prosser flowline, together with the waters released from Prosser Reservoir for 
the generation of electric power and that the Sierra Pacific Power Co. pay, as a 
benefit to the proposed project, a reasonable charge for the use of the facilities 
necessary in this proposed project. 

‘7. It is proposed that the Prosser Reservoir powerplant be developed as a peak- 
load plant and under such conditions it will be necessary to construct a regulating 
reservoir on the Truckee River at Hirschdale in order to regulate the flow of the 
Truckee River, Under this condition it is proposed that the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. construct a powerplant about one-half mile east of said regulator and 
it is further proposed that the power company construct another powerplant at 
Floriston, utilizing the regulated flow and drop in the river between Hirschdale 
and Floriston. 


Tahoe conference committee 
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8. It is proposed to improve the channel of the Truckee River fro 

Vista which includes the replacement of ¢ this area 
the construction of levees in the lower areas in t ickee Meadows, ar 
of the reef of the Truckee River at Vista so as 1 ive flood capacity 
of the Truckee River through this area as I] drain certain 
end of the Truckee Meadows 

“9. The proposed plan on the Carson River includes the constr 
at Watasheamu on the Carson River with a capacity of 45,000 a 
provide flood control on the Kast Carson River and also provide 
the minimum amount of 20,000 acre-feet for irrigation purpose 

“Te. 16 is proposed that a reservoir with a capacity of 150,000 acre-f 
constructed on the Little Truckee River at Stampede Valley and 
be constructed to divert such water from the Stampede Reservou 
the Truckee River below Fleish, and there construct a power pla 
of approximately 20,000 kilowatts.”’ 


OTHER PROPOSALS AFFECTIN(‘ 


In 1903, James A. Wavymire, a San Francisco ey yropose d 
from a point well below the rim of Lake Tahoe into the Rubicon Bra 
American River. This tunnel was to provide p and ample water 
Francisco 

In 1908, H. P. Baum of the California-Nevada Electric Power C« 

a tunnel from Lake Tahoe to Washoe Valley in Nevada for generation 
Lake Tahoe landowners protested vociferously, in each instance, ¢ 
these projeets were abandoned. 

\ll proposals involving revisions or alterations of the natural barri 
at the outlet of Lake Tahoe, to permit a greater fl 


Truckee River, have in the past met with vigorous objections from 


f 


ow from the lake 


owners of Lake Tahoe. These protests have been supported by attorne 


of the State of California, one of whom stated as late as February 
“that it does not appear that the State of California would acquiesce in ¢ 
of natural conditions as they currently exist at the head of Truckee Ri 

The position of the Tahoe littoral landowners, in this 
enunciated in a resolution of the Lake Tahoe Conference ¢ i 
its meeting held September 18, 1934, at Tahoe City, said resolutior 
part, that article X XV, paragraph G, of the Truckee River Agreem«e 
be revised to properly provide for: 

1. No disturbance of natural conditions at the rim ¢ 

2. No withdrawal of water from Lake Tahoe 
than the present outlet 

“3. No withdrawal of water from Lake Tahoe for irrigation or 
artificial means. 

M. Barton, 
Chairman, Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee 
Chief Enginee) and General Vanage r. Ca jornia State Reclamation Board 

Senator Matonr. You stated there is a movement on foot as to 
using Lake Tahoe water on the west side of the mountains? 

Colonel Barron. Yes. Mr. Smith, who is connected with the en- 
gineering staff, is making those studies. I have a very meager knowl- 
edge of those matters. 

Senator Matone. Is it the intention to make that a part of this 
project that the Army engineers are now considering? 

Colonel Barron. Well, I can’t say positively, but it is my under- 
standing that that might be integrated into the Central Valley project. 
Senator Matone. I was referring to the Truckee River system. 

Colonel Barron. I beg your pardon. 

Senator MaLone. Is it contemplated that the transfer of Lake 
Tahoe water to the west side was a part of the Army engineers’ project? 

Colonel Barron. I believe that is correct. Now, if you would like 
me to give you a statement, I will simply say that this Lake Tahoe 
Water Conference Committee consists of three representatives of each 
State, appointed by the governors of the respective States. 
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Senator Matonr. And who are the members? 

Colonel Barton. Mr. Harry O. Comstock, of Brockway, Calif., 
Mr. George Kehlet, of Meeks Bay, Calif., Mr. Charles Young, of 
sijou, Calif., Mr. Will M. Bliss, of Glenbrook, Nev., Mr. George T. 
Devore, Reno, Nev., and James W. Johnson, of Fallon, Nev. 

Senator Matone. I understand this committee is seriously con- 
sidering taking water to the west side. 

Colonel Barron. We never made a report on it, but a statement 
from Assemblyman Lindsay, of California 

Senator Matonn. Is he member of this committee? 

Colonel Barron. No. 

Senator Matone. Have you that report? 

Colonel Barron. We have a transcript of his verbal statement 
He didn’t give us a written statement 

Senator Matone. Was Mr. Johnson and Mr. Devore present? 

Colonel Barron. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. Can you give us a résumé of his report? 

Colonel Barron. | would have to refer to a memorandum that has 
recently been published. 

Senator Matonr. What was the assemblyman’s name? 

Colonel Barron. Francis Lindsay. This memorandum of the 
testimony of Assemblyman Lindsay is as follows: 

The California Division of Water Resources, in conjunction with individual 
water users affected, is presently engaged in an investigation of possibility of 
diversion of water into and out of Lake Tahoe through a 6-mile pressure tunnel 
from Meeks Bay to the Rubicon River, a tributary of the American River, in 
California. This, if economically feasible, would be utilized for power develop- 
ment in California, and diverting water into Lake Tahoe in dry years. The 
plan is presently in the preliminary study stage, and, if found justifiable, may be 
coordinated in the statewide water plan being formulated by California 

I am not familiar with the details. 

Senator Martone. Where would they take the water from Lake 
Tahoe? 

Colonel Barton. Down to Riverton, under certain conditions 

Senator Matonr. What are the conditions? 

Colonel Barton. I don’t know. I am not familiar with the details 
of the plan. 

Senator Matong. Does anyone have any questions to ask Colonel 
Barton? 

Mr. F. R. Breen. In considering these matters, what consideration 
has your office given to the effect on the fish life of the Truckee River? 

Colonel Barton. I will state that the State reclamation board’s 
jurisdiction does not extend to any problems outside of the Sacramento 
River, San Joaquin River and vicinity. We take no jurisdiction over 
anything outside of that area, therefore we haven’t made any study in 
that respect. 

Mr. Breen. As far as your State organization is concerned, it has 
no jurisdiction over this particular problem? 

Colonel Barton. No. 

Mr. Breen. As far as the conference committee is concerned, what 
jurisdiction has it? 

Colonel Barton. It has no jurisdiction whatsoever. This com- 
mittee came into being some 18 years ago, as an advisory committee, 
only; 3 members were appointed by the California governor, and 3 
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from Nevada. And one of their first duties was implementing, or 
taking the lead, so to speak, to change certain features in the 1934 
decree, which was a rather involved situation. And the committee 
has continued to function as an advisory committee and an open 
forum of discussion as to Lake Tahoe and its watershed. 

Senator Matonr. That is all, Colonel Barton. I would like to 
call Col. D. S. Burns. The 1946 report was made under his super- 
vision. 

Senator Matonr. Will you state your name and title, Colonel 
Burns? 

Colonel Burns. Col. D. S. Burns, division engineer, South Pacific 
Division, Corps of Engineers, United States Army. 

Senator Matonr. The particular subject under discussion today 
is the progress made in the criticisms and suggestions submitted 
to your office, or to be submitted, and the time element involved, 
on your 1946 report. First, have you received from the Washoe 
County Water Conservation District, the Lahonton project, the 
Sierra Pacific Power Co. or Lake Tahoe Water Users’ Association 
comments on that report, and also suggestions? 

Colonel Burns. No, sir. 

Senator Matoner. No official suggestions? 

Colonel Burns. That is right. 

Senator Matone. Is it customary to delay such criticisms and 
suggestions? This is 1952. What is the time element, generally, in 
the submission of such criticisms and suggestions, in your experience? 

Colonel Burns. Of course, it depends on several things involved, 
but I will say that normally it doesn’t require the length of time 
used in this case. 

Senator MAtone. I will ask you, is it necessary to receive these 
comments, or is it just a policy of the Army engineers? 

Colonel Burns. It is not absolutely necessary, but it is our policy 
to seek the views of interested parties, so we will have their desires in 
the matter, at the time we formulate our report. 

Senator Martone. In other words, it is helpful and desirable to 
receive the views of the organizations particularly interested in the 
area, so you can consider their observations, and, if approved, include 
them in the final report, and cooperate with them? In that way, 
those views of local interests are passed on to Congress, and it has 
them before it when it considers the project? 

Colonel Burns. That is right. All those views of those local 
interests, whether or not we comply with them entirely, are passed 
on to Congress, and it has them before it when it considers the 
project. 

Senator Matoner. The policy of your department is to give a reason- 
able time after the submission of the preliminary report for criticisms 
and suggestions by interested parties? 

Colonel Burns. Yes, sir. The district engineer to whom the in- 
vestigation is assigned holds a public hearing, at which time he 
invites all interested parties to present their views for or against the 
project. This is during the period of investigation and formulation 
of the report. 

Senator MALongE. Those views are available, are they not? 

Colonel Burns. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matone. When were they first available? 
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Colonel Burns. In 1938, as I recall. The preliminary report was 
completed in 1939. The report was favorable, with the finding 
that the project appes ared to have sufficient merit to warrant a further 
and more effective study. 

Senator Martone. And another report was < bmitted in 1946? 

Colonel Burns. That is right. The Chief of Engineers, I believe 
approximately 3 months after the district iiaialaanee had submitted 
a favorable preliminary report, submitted a report on the scope and 
cost. However, through the interference of World War II, the pro- 
ject remained more or less quiescent until 1945, when the Chief of 
Engineers directed that we proceed with what is known as an interim 
report, Which would consider, specifically, the flood-control problem 
ut Lake ‘Tahoe and on the True kee R iver below, of course, including 
Reno and the Truckee Meadows 

Senator Martone. The procedure is to ask for suggestions, and if 
they are approved vou incorporate such suggestions of the interested 
organizations in the report to Congress? 


Colonel Burns. Yes, sir. The district engineer, on comple tion of 
the report, forwards it to the division engineer, who reviews ee 
report he division engineer, in turn, submits it to the Chief 


Engineers and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. These 
reports are rey iewed by both the Board of Engineers of Rin ers and Har- 
bors and the Chief of Engineers prior to submission of such reports 
to the Congress. The Chief of Engineers submits the report, as 
submitted by the district engineer, including the recommendations 
of the division engineer, district engineer, and Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors to the respective States involved, California 
and Nevada in this case, for their review and comment, and also to 
the Bureau of the Budget for their review and also for a statement 
as to whether the project comes within the program and policy of 
the President. Upon receipt of the comments of these various agen- 
cies, the report is submitted to the Congress, and then the Congress 
promptly refers it to the Public Works Committee of the Senate or 
House, depending on which originated the project. 

I might go back and say that at the time the report is submitted to 
the Board of Engineers of Rivers and Harbors public aotice is issued by 
the division engineer, stating that the report was favorable or unfavor- 
able, and advising any interested parties that z they desire to present 
their views to the Board again, either for or against the project, they 
are at liberty to do so, if they do so within a Fabel of a month. I 
might say that as to the comments re quested of the Governors of the 
respective States by the Federal agencies they are allowed 90 days 
for submitting their comments. Now, upon receipt of these com- 
ments, as I said before, the report of the district engineer, together 
with the views of local interests and the comments of the Governors 
of the respective States, are submitted to the Congress, and Congress 
immediately submits them to the Publie Works Committee. Then 
the Public Works Committee of both the House and Senate hold public 
hearings again, at which parties interested in the project, both for 
and against, may present their views. Now, sometimes those hear- 
ings are held in Washington. Other times, particularly where it is a 
rather complicated sroblem and there is great interest in the project, 
the committees hold hearings out in the field. Now, upon completion 
of those hearings, if the Public Works Committees of both the House 
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and the Senate agree that the project is worth while, they so recom- 
mend and it is included in the next so-called omnibus river and harbor 
cons‘ruction bill. It is then what we call authorized. Of course 
that doesn’t mean that the construction of the project is decided; 
we still must get the money for it, Congress must are the 
necessary funds. Again public hearings are held, this time by the 
Appropriation Committees of both the Senate and the House, and 
again all interested parties have an opportunity to present their 
views, both for and against the project. 

Senator Martone. Colonel, the procedure of the Army engineers is 
that the field engineers of the Sacramento division make an investiga 
tion, and when they satisfy themselves that it is a project worthy of 
recommendation, then it is submitted to the division engineer’ 

Colonel Burns. Yes, sir 

Senator MaLone. And he may or may not agree with that report? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. He may return it to the district for further 
consideration. 

Senator MaLtonr. Then it is submitted, in Washington, to the 
Chief of Engineers and to the Board of King rimeers of Rivers and 
Harbors, which is entirely independent? 

Colonel Bi RNS. Yes 

Senator MALONE. And it is reviewed by them? 

Colonel Burns. Yes 

Senator MAatoner. And then it goes to the Congress, first to the 
Public Works Committees and then to the Appropriation Committees? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator MAaLonr. Now, would you like to proceed with a descrip- 
tion of the project embodied in the preliminary report, or would you 
prefer that we call one of your assistants? 

Colonel Burns. I have with me today Colonel Haug, who is the 
district engineer, and members of his staff, who are prepared to 
answer such questions. I would like to say one thing before they 
start. We definitely recognize that you have a very serious flood 
problem here, both at Lake Tahoe and on the Truckee River below, 
and we are definitely sympathetic with the idea of doing something 
about it. 

Senator Matone. And without further delay? 

Colonel BurNs. Without more delay than is necessary. 

Colonel Hava. I have a statement prepared. 

Senator MALONE. You may submit it to the committee, and then 
you can point out your views on the map, and then, if you wish, you 
can submit the map. 


STATEMENT OF COL. C. C. HAUG, DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
SACRAMENTO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Have. This is just a preliminary statement. 


1. Congress in the Flood Control Act approved July 28, 1938, authorized and 
directed the Secretary of War to cause preliminary examinations and surveys for 
flood control on the Truckee River and tributaries, California and Nevada. The 
Chief of Engineers assigned the preparation of the report to the district engineer 
in Sacramento, Calif. The district engineer held a public hearing in Reno, Nev., 
on September 28, 1938, in order to obtain the desires of local interests and sub- 


stantial progress was made on the report up to the beginning of World War II at 
which time further work was suspended. The investigation was reactivated 
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tely after the war and the district engineer completed a draft of his pro- 
port, entitled “Interim Survey Report for Flood Control of Truckee 
River and Tributaries, California and Nevada’ on September 20, 1946. The 
report essentially covered the high lake level problem at Lake Tahoe and the 
flood problems along Truckee River and outlined a plan of solution and a de- 
scription of the incidental benefits that would acerue to power and irrigation uses 
from the proposed plan. The district engineers flood-control plan was so con- 
ceived as to make possible the integration of future power or irrigation develop- 
ments that might be proposed by either local interests or the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation. The district engineer’s plan for the solution of the basin’s 
flood problems involves the transfer of the top 1.1 feet of existing storage at Lake 
Tahoe to a new 135,000 acre-foot reservoir to be constructed on Prosser Creek, a 
tributary of Truckee River; operation of the existing Boca Reservoir on Little 
Truckee River for flood control as well as for irrigation; the replacement of four 
existing fixed-crest dams on Truckee River by movable structures; and improve- 
ments at the outlet of Lake Tahoe and through Truckee Meadow SSO as to proy ide 
increased channel capacity. 

2. The district engineer’s report draft was submitted for review and comment 
to other Federal agencies and to local interests on October 3, 1946. Although 
comments on the plan have been received from certain of the interested parties, 
the principal affected interests along Truckee River have not as yet officially 
transmitted their views to the district engineer. Due to the lack of endorsement 
of the proposed physical plan by such ‘‘key”’ local interests and because of limited 
available investigational funds, the district engineer’s activities during the past 
few years have been confined to working with local interests in connection with 
their consideration of the proposed plan and to cooperating with the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation in coordinating the plans and programs of the two 
Federal agencies. 

Additional pertinent information follows: 


DOSE d re 





Corps oF ENGINEERS, UNITED Srates Army, 
Orrick OF THE District ENGINEER, 
Sacramento, Calif., September 23, 1952. 
Hon. GeorcEeE W. MALONE, 
Member, Public Works Committee, United States Senate, 
Reno, Nev. 

DEAR SENATOR MALONE: Reference is made to the public hearing over which 
you presided in Reno, Nev., on August 26-27, 1952, concerning the Corps of 
Engineers survey report on the Truckee River. During the course of testimony 
by Colonel Burns, Mr. Frank Kochis, and myself, you requested that certain 
additional information be submitted to the committee, Accordingly, I am sub- 
mitting herewith the requested information, in quadruplicate, as follows: 

1. Kvaporation data for Lake Tahoe. 


2. Area and storage capacity of Lake Tahoe. 
3. Description of Truckee Meadows channel improvement. 
4. Effect of plan proposed in 1946 Truckee River interim survey report draft 


on November—December 1950 floods. 
5. Flood-control operation of existing and proposed reservoirs. 

6. Repayment for conservation accomplishments of plan of improvement. 

7. Copy letter from California State Division of Fish and Game, dated Novem- 
ber 6, 1946. 

8. Hydrographs, Lake Tahoe and Truckee River. 

I believe that each of the above-listed enclosures is complete in itself and self- 
explanatory. In addition, I am sending you, under separate cover, a reproducible 
copy of the exhibit map which we displayed at the hearing. 

I hope that this information will complete our presentation, but if there is 
any further information or data which may be of help to your committee, I shall 
be pleased to furnish it upon request. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. C. Haue, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 
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ENCLOSURE 1 


Evaporat on data for Lake Tahoe 


A veragt vap- A verag ip 
r 
“I th ‘ 
I 
f es In inet 

Janua 3 \ , 
Fet r ‘7 ) ( Sent her { M 
Marct s ! 
April s 24, 601 November 1. 62 
May 62 41) yecem ber 1.2 OO 
June 4 $2, OOK 
July 5 15 53. 200) Total for ir 1 04 2 000 

Estimated from available evaporation pan measurements over period 1919-45 

Based on a surface area of 121,000 acres, which is consider sn average al luring su season 


and corresponds to elevation 6226.2, Lake Tahoe datum. 


NOTE Average evaporation dur 
mately 250,000 acre-[eet 


ng irrigation season (April through September) amounts to approxi- 


ENCLOSURE 2 


lrea and storage capacity of Lake Tahoe 








Storage : Stora 
Water surface elevation, Area in aa Water surface elevation, Area in ; 
an ) n ' nw f 
Lake Tahoe datum acres ; See dane Lake Tahoe datum scres capacit A n 
6,221.0 feet 6,227.0 fee 124, 580 495, 100 
6,222.0 feet ¢ 0 fee 124, 913 619, 900 
6,223.0 feet 0 6,229.0 feet 125, 077 744. 900 
1,224.0 feet 123, 500 || 6,230.0 feet 125. 1! R70. O00 
,225.0 feet 247, 100 6,231.0 fee l 05, 300 
6,226.0 feet 370, 900 





1 Above present so-called rim at elevation 6,223.0 
NOTES Data compiled by H. C. Dukes from U.S.G.S. Water Supply Paper No.68. Storage capacity 
available between certain limits is as follows: From 6,223.0 to 6,229.1 (presently decreed limits), 757,400 acre 
feet; from 6,223.0 to 6,228.0 (limits proposed in 1946 report draft), 619,900 acre-feet; from 6,221.9 to 6,228.0 
t 





{1.1 feet below present limits), 755,700 acre-fee 


ENCLOSURE 3 
DESCRIPTION OF TRUCKEE MEADOWS CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS AS PROPOSED 
IN 1946 Truckee River INTERIM SurvEY Report DRaArt 


The proposed Truckee Meadows Channel improvements would start about 2 
miles east of Reno and extend for a distance of approximately 744 miles down- 
stream to the existing Largomarsino diversion dam. The improvements would 
consist of enlarging the river through the entire reach, constructing levees along 
approximately 6% miles of channel, and removing existing rock dams. The 
channel enlargement and levees together would provide a capacity of 12,000 
cubic feet per second with a minimum freeboard of 3 feet, and would also make 
possible better drainage of the area. A levee would also be extended approximately 
1,100 feet upstream on the left bank of Steamboat Creek. 

The channel enlargement would be accomplished by a combination of deepening 
and widening the existing channel. The improved channel bottom width would 
vary from 100 to 120 feet and the depth of excavation would vary up to 7 feet. 
The so-called reefs in Truckee Meadows are located in the lower 1 mile or so of 
the reach proposed to be improved. They consist of rock ridges which extend 
above the normal channel bottom and constitute an obstruction to flow. In 
order to remove these reefs, which average about 3 feet in height, it is estimated 
that from 20,000 to 40,000 cubic yards of rock excavation would be necessary. 
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Several existing rock diversion dams within the Truckee Meadows reach would 
also require removal in order to provide a clear channel for flood flows. It was 
originally proposed to replace two of these dams, the Asvlum and Largomarsino 
Dams, with movable crest structures. More recently, however, consideration has 
been given to replacing the dams with pumping plants 


I;NCLOSURE 4 


Errect OF PLAN PrRoposEep 1n 1946 TruckEE River INTERIM Survey Report 
DRAFT ON NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1950 FLOODS 


Shortly after the occurrence of the destructive floods of November and Decem- 
ber 1950, an investigation was made to determine what effect the proposed 1946 


Truckee River plan of improvement would have had on the floods if the improve 


ments had been constructed and in operation at the time Basic data availabl 
for this investigation consisted of records of flood flows as furnished bv the United 
States Geological Survey and the Truckee River watermaster. 

Pian of improvement For convenience of reference, the principal features of 


the Truckee River plan of improvement as proposed in the 1946 report draft aré 
as fo 
Improvement of the Lake Tahoe outlet and reduction of the maximum lake 
stage from elevation 6,229.1 to 6,228.0 
Prosser Daim and Reservoir with 135,000 acre-feet storage capacity near 
mouth of Prosser Creek; maximum flood-control reservation for rain floods, 
15,000 acre-feet. 
c) Diversion dam on Truckee River near Truckee and 500 cubic feet per second 
capacity conduit therefrom to Prosser Reservoir 
!) Modification of operation of existing Boca Reservoir to provide a maximum 
flood-control reservation of 20,000 acre-feet for rain floods and 40,000 acre-feet for 
snow-melt floods 
e) Channel improvement, levees and removal of existing dams along Truckee 
River from Reno to Vista to provide a capacity of 12.000 cubic feet per second 
Effect of proposed project on flood flows If the proposed plan of improvement 
had been in operation at the time of the floods, all three principal storage units 
a. Dis Lake Tahoe and Prosser and Boca Reservoirs) would have been coordinatel\ 
operated to effect the maximum reduction in downstream flows, which would 
have required that reservoir releases be reduced to zero during the peak of the flood 
As a matter of record, Lake Tahoe did not release any significant amount of water 
during the floods and no change would have been made in the operation of this 
unit. However, the provision of 20,000 acre-feet of space in Boca Reservoir 
prior to the floods would have permitted the reduction of outflows from this storage 
unit to zero during the occurrence of the flood peaks Actually, Boca Reservoir 
had only about 7,000 acre-feet of storage space available at the beginning of the 
pe riod and spilled some 5,000 cubie feet per second during the November peak 
Prosser Reservoir would also have had no release during passage of the flood peak 
downstream, and would have stored all runoff from Prosser Creek in addition to 
500 eubic feet per second of diverted flow from Truckee River. \ summary of 
the reduction in flows which would have been effected by the proposed plan of 
improvement at various points in the basin for the major flood peak in November 
1950 is given in the following tabulation 





Actual Estimated 
recorded peak flow 
peak flow with project 
(cubic feet (cubic feet 

per second per second 
Lake Tahoe release 0 0) 
rruckee River near Truckee 6, 500 6, 500 
Prosser Creek near mouth 4, 300 0 
Little Truckee River below Boca Reservoit 5, 000 0 
Truckee River at Farad 17, 500 000 
lrruckee River at Reno 19, 900 12, 000 


Flow at time of occurrence of historical peak 
2 Mean daily—peak not available but probably very little more 
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Efiect of proposed plan of mproveme nt on flood dan ages. The estimated peak 
flow of 12,000 cubic feet per second at Reno with the proposed project corresponds 
to the approximate zero damage flow at this point and it is believed that all 


damage in the city of Reno would have been eliminated. Further, this quantity 
also corresponds to the project capacity of the Truckee River through Truckee 
Meadows and all damage in this reach would have also been eliminated. The 


total damage which resulted from the November-December 1950 floods along the 
Truckee River amounted to about $3,100,000. It is estimated that if the proposed 
plan of improvement had been in operation at the time of the floods, the resultant 
damages would have been less than $300,000 


ENCLOSURE 5 


KLoop CONTROL OPERATION OF EXISTING AND PRoposED RESERVOIRS AS CON- 
rEMPLATED BY 1946 TRUCKEE RiveR INTERIM SurRvVEY Repvort DRAFT 


The flood-control operation of the existing and proposed Truckee River Basin 
storage units can best be described separately for the two distinet types of floods 
which occur in the basin, i. e., rain floods and snowmelt floods. 

The principle of controlling rain floods is to reserve a certain amount of vacant 
space in the reservoirs for the temporary storage of floodwaters during the rain- 
flood season. This season is considered to extend from about the middle of 
November to the middie of April. The plan of improvement proposed in the 
1946 report draft contemplated a constant rain-flood reservation of 175,000 acre- 
feet, 15,000 acre-feet, and 20,000 acre-feet in Lake Tahoe, Prosser Reservoir,and 
Boca Reservoir, respectively. Such space would be held inviolate during the 
rain-flood season except when it is required for flood control. During the occur- 
rence of a rain flood, the reserve space would be temporarily utilized for the purpose 
of restricting outflows and preventing downstream damage insofar as possible. 
In some cases, this would require the reduction of the reservoir release to zero 
during part of the flood. Following the flood, the waters would be released at the 
maximum possible rate without causing downstream damage so as to restore the 
scheduled reservation as soon as possible. 

In the case of snowmelt floods, the situation is somewhat different in that the 
potential flood is already on the ground in the form of snow, and it is possible 
through the use of snow surveys and other data to predict the volume of the flood 
with a reasonable degree of accuracy. The objectives of the snowmelt flood- 
control operation are to (1) have available sufficient storage space to prevent 
damaging downstream flows to the maximum possible extent, and (2) fill the 
storage unit at the end of the flood season for maximum conservation benefits. 
During the snowmelt runoff period, generally from April through July, a variable 
quantity of vacant space is maintained in the reservoirs based upon the expected 
inflow and the required and permissible releases. In order to achieve the best 
possible control of snowmelt floods, the report draft proposed to utilize up to 
100,000 acre-feet of storage space in Prosser Reservoir and up to the full capacity, 
or 40,000 acre-feet, of Boca Reservoir if snow surveys so indicated. In addition 

75,000 acre-feet of space would be available in Lake Tahoe, making a total of 
315,000 acre-feet. This total represents the maximum flood-control reservation 
and would only be vacated during years of extremely severe snowmelt flood hazard ; 
the storage units would never be drawn down to the extent that the estimated 
runoff would be insufficient to fil! them. 

In comparing the above-described operation with the present operation of 
existing Lake Tahoe and Boca Reservoir, the primary difference is found in con- 
nection with the control of rain floods. The operation of Lake Tahoe and Boca 

feservoir do not presently contemplate any specific reservation for rain floods, 
and any control accomplished is generally incidental. The difference can be 
illustrated by the November 1950 flood, the major peak of which occurred when 
there was only approximately 8,000 acre-feet of empty space in Boca Reservoir 
As a result, the reservoir promptly filled and spilled some 5,000 cubie feet per 
second. Under the proposed flood-control operation of this reservoir, 20,000 
acre-feet of space would have been available and the additional 12,000 acre-feet 
would have been sufficient to permit holding releases to zero until the flood peak 
had passed downstream 

In the case of operation during snowmelt floods, the proposed plan would 
actually be very little different from the present operation Extensive use of 
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snow surveys is presently made by the operators with the object of holding the 
level of Lake Tahoe to the legal limit of elevation 6,229.1 feet. However, no 
specific amount of reservation is provided for and generally there would be less 
available than under the proposed operation. The proposed plan would have a 
further advantage over the present operation by reason of the redistribution of 
storage to control a greater portion of the wate rshe d. 

In order to achieve the above-described objectives, the proposed plan called 
for a relatively high degree of coordination in the flood-control operation of the 





three principle storage units \ feature of the plan which emphasizes the need 
for such coordinated oe ration is the Truckee River diversion dam and conduit, 
by means of which it is possible to transfer storage from Lake Tahoe to Prosser 


Reservoir. The proposed system would provide a considerable flexibility in 
holding downstream Truckee River flows to specified amounts and in the utiliza- 
tion of available storage 


ENCLOSURE 6 


REPAYMENT FOR CONSERVATION ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF PLAN OF IMPROVEMEN’1 
Proposep IN 1946 TruCKEE RIveR INTERIM SuRVEY ReporT DRarr 


In addition to accomplishing a relatively high degree of flood control on Lake 
Tahoe and the Truckee River, as well as providing other benefits, the plan of 
improvement proposed in the 1946 Truckee River Interim Survey report draft 
would make avs ail able some additional irrigation water and would make possible 
the generation of additional hydroelectric power in the region. 

The irrigation accomplishments would result from the better regulation of 
water supply under the plan and would consist of improved seasonal distribution 
of water and a decrease in deficiencies which now occur during dry years. Opera- 
tion studies indicated that under present conditions there would have been 4 
years during the period 1901 to 1944 in which irrigation supplies would have been 
deficient, and that under project conditions these deficiencies would be eliminated 
entirely. The total amount of deficiencies eliminated during the period would be 
127,500 acre-feet, which would be equivalent to an average of approximately 
3,000 acre-feet per year; however, the expression of this accomplishment in terms 
of an average annual quantity means little in this case. 

Although the plan of improvement proposed in the 1946 report draft would not 
include any power-generating facilities, other than provisions within the Prosser 
Dam outlet works for the later installation of a power penstock, the development 
of the plan was based on a rather substantial increase in hydroelectric-generating 
capacity in the area. A comparison of the estimated power output of existing 
generating faci.ities and of the facilities considered in the report draft is given in 
the following tabulation: 


Average annual output in 
million kilowatt-hours 
under—! 

Power plant 








| 
Existing Project 
conditions s | 20 conditions 
Farad and Fleish plants ?_- aan nihil sndde di kpmen dea es 40.2 | 
Verdi, Washoe, and Reno plants initamideaadiva ; 40.5 | 41.5 
Mystic plant 2 ; 157.5 
Prosser plant ; ‘ ‘ | 28. 6 
Lahontan plant : ketont wes doeas “ ha 10.4 | 10. 
Total ate ; : 91.1 | 238. 0 


At point of generation. 
: The Mystic plant would replace the existing Farad and Fleish plants. 


From the above tabulation it is evident that the increased output under project 
conditions as envisioned in the 1946 report draft, as compared to existing con- 
ditions, would amount to almost 150,000,000 kilowatt-hours per vear (146,900,000 
kilowatt-hours). However, inasmuch as the Mystic power development could be 
made independently of the proposed plan of improvement, only a small portion 
of its output (that portion due to improved streamflow regulation) was credited 
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to the plan in the 1946 report*draft, which procedure gave a total power accom- 
plishment for the plan of 33,100,000 kilowatt-hours per year. 

No detailed cost-allocation studies were made for the purpose of the report 
draft. The only non-Federal cost given in the draft was an amount of $846,000, 
which was the estimated cost to local interests for complying with the usual 
requirements of local cooperation in connection with the channel improvements 
through Reno and Truckee Meadows and at the outlet of Lake Tahoe. With 
respect to repayment for the irrigation and power accomplishments described 
above, the report recommended that the beneficiaries enter into an agreement with 
the United States to pay for their fair value. It was proposed that the irrigation 
bencficiaries reimburse the Federal Government, either in a lump sum or on an 


annual basis, within their ability to pay, for the improved supply. The report 
draft stated that such repayment contracts should be worked out jointly between 
local interests, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the then War Department. These 


irrigation repayments could be accomplished in accordance with the existing 
Reclamation Act or with special legislation which could be made a part of the act 
authorizing the improvements. 

With respect to the power accomplishments of the plan, it was proposed that a 
reasonable and equitable payment for such benefits be made to the Federal 
Government as determined by the Federal Power Commission under provision of 
section LOf of the Federal Power Act. However, this arrangement for repayment 
could be altered by congressional action at the time of authorization if so desired. 

Although the report draft did not recommend any construction of power 
facili.ies by the Federal Government, consideration has recently been given to 
such a recommendation. If this were done, the hydroelectric power and energy 
generated would be delivered to the Secretary of the Interior for disposition under 
the terms of section 5 of the 1244 Flood Control Act, or could otherwise be disposed 
of as specifically directed by Congress 


ENCLOSURE 7 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Sacramento, November, 1946. 
Subject: Survey Report, Truckee River and Tributaries. 
District ENGINEER, UNITED STaTES ENGINEER’S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, Calif. 

Dear Str: Copy No. 14 of your proposed report on the above subject was 
referred by the State engineer to this office for review and comment under date of 
October 8. The report was referred to the director of fish and game. The 
executive secretary submits the following comments: 

Pages 8 and 9: Division of fish and game not only owns and operates a fish 
hatchery at Tahoe City but also a hatchery near Camp Richardson on Taylor 
Creek. 

Page 27: The excavation of a channel for a distance of 3,200 feet downstream 
from the outlet of the weir at Lake Tahoe should be done with a view of maintain- 
ing the utility of that section of stream as a spawning area for fish which are 
blocked by the weir. As far as possible, gravel beds should be left in the stream 
bottom. 

Page 27, paragraph 44: It states, ‘“No provision would be made for fishways or 
ladders.”” A fishladder of ample size should definitely be provided. A letter to 
Mr. Brian Curtis of this division dated Stpeember 26, 1946, from Charles H. 
McNutt, colonel, Corps of Engineers acting district engineer, Sacramento, stated, 
“Facilities to accommodate the upstream movement of fish will be included in our 
proposed plans.’’ This letter, of course, was dated subsequent to the date of the 
report under discussion. 

Page 32: Provosed release of a minimum flow of 50 cubic feet per second in all 
reaches of the Truckee River is satisfactory, but the added proviso ‘“‘when pos- 
sible to do so without impairing existing rights for power and irrigation” is not 
satisfactory. At the time the original Truckee River agreement was established 
by the courts, no opportunity was given to the division of fish and game to pro- 
vide for the maintenance of fishlife. Furthermore, in view of the fact that the 
subject report provides that the operation of the facilities to be constructed be 
turned over to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District, proviso should be made 
in the contract with the district for the maintenance of the minimum flow of 50 
cubic feet per second at all times without reservation. 
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Page 35: It is indicated that the operating schedule for Boca Reservoir may 
require that the reservoir be completely drawn down at the end of irrigation season. 
Chis is certainly not desirable if fish life is to be maintained in the reservoir for 
recreational purposes. The same of course applies to the new proposed Prosser 
Reservoir if fluctuations therein are extreme. 

It is requested these comments receive your careful! consideration in preparation 
of vour final report. 

Very truly yours, 
WaRREN T. HANNvUM, 
Director, Natural Resource 


ENCLOSURE 8& 


HlyprRoGRAPHS, LAKE TAHOE AND TRUCKER RIVER 
The attached plate indicates Lake Tahoe stages and flows in the Truckee River 
at various points, under present conditions and proposed project conditions, for 


the ; eriod 1901 to 1940. These data were plotted from operation studies made in 
connection with the preparation of the 1946 Truckee River interim survey report 
draft. Present conditions represent conditions of storage and power development 
and stream flow regulation which existed in 1945 (and are the same today). Proj 
ect conditions are those conditions which would obtain if the plan of improvement 
proposed in the report draft were constructed and in operation. These hypothet- 
ical operations under present and project conditions were made in accordance with 
the Truckee River agreement and the final decree, insofar as the maintenance of 
prescribed downstream flows is concerned. The data represent average monthls 
values and considerable departure therefrom due to daily fluetuations could be 
expected at times. (Plate retained in files of the Public Works Committee.) 

Colonel Have. One thing that hasn’t been brought out, I think 
and I believe it is very important—is that the reason we would like 
to have the comments of the local agencies interested is because our 
plan involves a modification of the Truckee River agreement, and | 
certainly wouldn’t want to recommend a plan which would require 
such a modification, unless we had the endorsement or comments of the 
local interests that would be affected by such a change. 

Senator Matonr. Does the modification pertain to existing reser- 
volrs? 

Colonel Have. It contemplates use of the existing reservoirs. 

Senator Mauone. Is it a modification of the agreement in recem- 
mending the lowering of the level of Lake Tahoe? 

Colonel Have. Yes. The plan involves taking the top 1.1 feet off 
the lake, which would make the maximum 6,228 feet, instead of the 
existing 6,229.1 feet. 

Senator Matone. That would, necessarily, have to be agreed upon 
by the parties to the Truckee River agreement? 

Colonel Have. Yes. I will ask Mr. Kochis to describe the physical 
» features of the plan, onthe map. Mr. Frank Kochis is the chief of our 

engineering division. 

Mr. Kocuis. The basic plan is the lowering of the level of Lake 
Tahoe and for the alleviation of the flood hazard on the Truckee River 

. . rr rT 

proper, particularly in the Reno and Truckee Meadows area. The 
plan consists of a 135,000 acre-foot reservoir off Prosser Creek, and 
it is proposed to limit the maximum level of Lake Tahoe to 6,228 feet, 
in lieu of the present 6,229.1 feet authorized under the Truckee River 
agreement. 

Senator Matons. Then it is contemplated to lower the lake level 
by 1.1 feet. What, roughly, is that capacity? 

Mr. Kocuts. 135,000 acre-foot capacity, the same as_ Prosser 
Reservoir. The water now in the upper 1.1 feet of Lake Tahoe ts 
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proposed to be transferred to Prosser Reservoir by means of a diver- 
sion dam above the town of Truckee, and about a 3-mile conduit from 
the Truckee River. 

Senator Matonre. What did you say is the capacity of Prosser 
Reservoir? 

Mr. Kocuts. 135,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Mantongr. And what is the length of the canal? 

Mr. Kocuts. Three miles. The plan also involves modification of 
the Truckee River agreement by making improvements at the outlet 
of Lake Tahoe, so we can get additional outlet capacity at high lake 
stages. 

Senator Matone. What is the elevation of Lake Tahoe at this time? 

Mr. Kocuts. I think 6,223 feet. There are two potential power 
sites susceptible to development below Frosser Reservoir. Our plan 
as contained in our report of 1946 did not approve these power features, 
although we studied all means of developing them. The prine ipal 
reason those power projects were not incorporated in our plan is 
because they were still under study by local interests and the Bureau 
of Reclamation. There are a number of ways in which they could be 
developed. Channel improvements on the Truckee River below the 
town of Truckee involve the proposed medification of two dams in 
the citv of Reno, known as the Wingfield Park Dams. ‘These were 
modified after our report, in 1950, and moveable structures have been 
constructed in their place, so that ample water flow is provided, Im- 
prove me nts below the city of Reno involve modification of two addi- 
tional dams, the Asylum Dam at the upper end of the Truckee 
ania and the Lagomarsino Dam at the lower end. In addition, 
channel improvements fer 1'; miles was contemplated, to take care of 
the capacity of the river above the reefs and to eliminate back inunda- 
tion of lands. 

The total estimated cost of the physical facilities incorporated in our 
1946 plan were estimated, at that time, at $13,360,000. The plan 
involves the installation of nondamaging structures on the Truckee 
River and lowering the re level to 6,228 feet. In addition, it makes 
possib le development of a 900-foot power head, with a total new 
capacity of some 33,000 dieaith. on the average. The irrigation 
features are purely incidental, inasmuch as there was no new plan for 
irrigation only; it is limited to existing water require ments and 
eliminating shortages during the dry years. The physical features in 
the plans as incorporated in our repert are limited t to maintaining, 
insofar as physically possible, a flow of 50 « ubic feet per second down 
the Truckee River, except that taken out by the existing power plants, 

We have received comments from the California Fish and Game 
Commission, requesting consideration of including a fish ladder in our 
proposed diversion dam above the town of Truckee, and, to bring our 
report up to date, we have considered fish ladders. The total annual 
benefits as evaluated in 1946 amount to the sum of $746,000. This, 
compared to an estimated annual cost of $640,000, as of that date, 
indicates that the project is economically justified and feasible. 

Senator MaLone. | would like to enter into the record now the 
preliminary report of the Army engineers’ office on flood control on 
the Truckee and Carson Rivers in Nevada. 

(The report is on file with the Public Works Committee.) 

Senator MaLone. We will now recess until 1:30. 

380617—53——3 
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Senator Matone. The meeting will come to order. Colonel Haug, 
will you continue from where you left off? 

Colonel Hava. I believe we completed our presentation. 

Senator Matone. Has anyone any questions to ask Colonel Haug 
or Mr. Kochis? 

Mr. Wiit M. Butss (representing Lake Tahoe Water Users’ Asso- 
ciation, and others). I would like to ask what improvement is con- 
templated at the outlet of Lake Tahoe. Do you contemplate improve- 
ments below the dam? 

Mr. Kocuis. I might state that our improvement for additional 
outlet from the lake, considered absolutely necessary, would be clearing 
oul the present dam and putting in a concrete sill at the present rim 
elevation, but with better hydraulics. We probably could further 
improve the hydraulics by works below the dam; the details of that 
will have to depend on detailed examination. 

Senator Matone. Wnat does the rim, or bottom of the channel, 
consist of now? 

Mr. Kocuis. The natural formation would be very resistant to 
erosion. 1 don’t knew exactly what the geological formation is. The 
capacity at maximum lake elevation, 6,228 feet, I believe now is 
around 1,500 cubic feet per second. Under our proposed flood-control 
plan we would like to increase that to 2,000 or 2,500 cubic feet per 
second. 

Mr. Butss. What is the capacity when the lake is getting down to 
the lowest point? 

Mr. Kocnuis. It has a very nominal capacity, close to zero. And 
it is my understanding that even from the conservation standpoint it 
is too small to lower the lake fast enough. It is likely that any 
improvement we would make to increase ‘the hydraulic capacity at 
flood stages would probably also increase the capacity of the outlet 
at the 6,224-foot elevation, or around that lower level. 

Mr. Buss. Improvement of the channel below the outlet would 
increase the hydraulic capacity when the lake level is 6,224 feet? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. 

Mr. Buss. What is the elevation of the outlet? 

Mr. Kocuis. 6,223 feet. 

Mr. Buss. Then between 6,223 and 6,229.1 feet is the storage 
capacity of the lake? 

Mr. Kocuits. Yes. 

Mr. Buss. How much of that capacity could you withdraw? 

Mr. Kocuits. I think we could withdraw it down to 6,223 feet, the 
natural elevation. Evaporation takes it below that elevation. 

Mr. Buiss. Now, what would you say is the lowest elevation that 
you could drop the level down for irrigation? 

Mr. Kocuis. 6,223 feet. 

Mr. Buiss. And how would you do that? 

Mr. Kocuts. Well, it will run out to that level. The rate at which 
it will run would be gradually reduced to zero. 

Mr. Buss. How long would it take to draw that out? 

Mr. Kocuis. I can’t answer that question. 

Mr. Buss. What is the evaporation minimum? 

Mr. Kocuis. I imagine 40 inches a year. 
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Mr. Buiss. What part of that occurs during the normal irrigation 
season? 

Mr. Kocuts. As a guess, I would say 30 inches of that would occur 
during the irrigation season. 

Mr. Buss. Have you figures on the rate of evaporation between the 
beginning of the irrigation season and the end of it? 

Mr. Kocuis. We can submit what information we have on it. 

Mr. Buiss. Will you do that? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes. 

Mr. Buiss. Now, what is the storage capacity of the lake between 
the 6,223 elevation and the 6,229.1 elevation which is now the legal 
limitation of the high-water mark, in accordance with the Truckee 
River agreement? 

Mr. Kocuis. As I recall, it is 752,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Buss. What is your conclusion as to how much of that is taken 
up by evaporation? 

Mr. Kocuis. I would guess something like 240,000 or 250,000 acre- 
feet, approximately. 

Mr. Butss. Considering the average evaporation over the years, that 
isfa very definite figure; is it not? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. Ido not recall what the basis of our evaporation 
estimates are, but we have that. 

Mr. Buiss. Will you submit that for the record? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. 

Mr. Buiss. What we have at the present moment is about 500,000 
acre-feet of water usable for irrigation? 

Mr. Kocuis. Something like that; yes. 

Mr. Buiss. Supposing the lake level is lowered by 1.1 feet, how 
much would that reduce the storage capacity? 

Mr. Kocuis. By 135,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Buss. That would be the depletion of the storage capacity? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. 

Mr. Buss. That would leave, then, about 365,000 acre-feet for 
irrigation purposes? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes; approximately. 

Mr. Buiss. What would be the difference in the storage available 
in Lake Tahoe if you were to lower both the maximum and minimum 
1.1 feet? How would the amount available compare with the 500,000 
acre-feet? 

Mr. Kocuis. It depends on the amount you would lower the rim 
elevation. It would tend to reduce the available storage capacity, 
I believe, by a very small amount. 

Mr. Buss. What is your estimate of it? 

Mr. Kocuis. I have no basis of estimating it. 

Mr. Butss. Will you submit for the record your computations and 
comparison with the present water available with the present eleva- 
tions of 6,223 and 6,229.1? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buiss. You believe you would have approximately the same 
available storage? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buiss. Will you submit your computations on that? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Buiss. Now, tell us more about the proposed Prosser Reservoir. 
You say the capacity is 135,000 acre-feet? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burss. Is that designed expressly to compensate for the water 
taken out of the lake? 

Mir. Kocnts. Yes, approximately. Also, 135,000 acre-feet is the 
maximum capacity of Prosser Reservoir. 

Mr. Burss. It would approximately compensate for that taken out 
of the lake? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buiss. The storage in the Prosser Creek Reservoir would enter 
the river below, instead of coming out of the lake? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buiss. So the only real change is the transfer of the 135,000 
acre-feet from Tahoe to Prosser? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, sir. 

\Ir. Buiss. Now tell us again about that canal to Prosser Reservoir. 
Mr. Kocuts. The canal has a capacity of 500 cubie feet per second, 
and a length of about 3 miles. 

Mr. Burss. Would there be any chance that the 500-foot-capacity 
eanal would not handle the surplus water if the flood-control facilities 
of the lake itself would not be sufficient? 

Mr. Kocuts. No. In my opinion the flood control would be more 
efficient than under the existing conditions. 

Mr. Butss. What makes it more efficient? 

Mr. Kocuts. In the first place, there are six flood-control operations 
that do not now exist in the operation of the lake. 

Mr. Buss. Now, just what do you mean by that? In other words, 
that you can’t control it now? 

Mr. Kocuis. That is correct. 

Mr. Butss. Is that because under the Truckee River agreement 
you can’t use the entire capacity of Lake Tahoe above 6,229.1 feet? 
Mr. Kocnts. I do not understand your question. 

Mr. Buiss. I do not understand you. In other words, the reason 
you are unable to use the entire storage capacity of the lake is because 
of the elevation limit of 6,229.1 feet? 

Mr. Kocuts. Maybe the best way to bring this out would be for 
me to explin the method of flood-control operations. 

Senatcr MALONE. Yes. 

Mr. Kocrts. Our method of flood-control operations essentially 
involves setting up fleod-control reserves, and under the rules and 
rr culations for flood control established by the Chief of Engineers 
there is a maximum of 135,000 acre-feet of storage in Lake Tahoe at 
the 6,228 level. 

Senator MALONE, Your setup reserves would only allow 135,000 
acre-feet in Lake Tahoe? 

Mr. Kocuts. It would not permit storage of water to encroach on 
the 135,000 acre-feet in Lake Tahoe as long as there was a hazard of 
flood above that level. 

Senator MAa.Lone. In other words, as long as there is a hazard it 
may not go above the 6,228 mark? 

Mr. Kocuts. No. 

Senator MALone. Does anyone have that information? I do not 
understand the limitation of 135,000 acre-feet when you have a total 
capacity there above the low-water mark of near 500,000 acre-feet. 
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Mr. Kocuts. I do not have further information on that at this 
time. 

Mr. Wiit M. Buiss (representing Lake Tahoe Water Users’ Asso- 
ciation). In 1915 and 1917, both of those vears, it went above 6,228 
feet. It would not have gone above 6,229.1. 

Senator Matoner. I think Mr. Bliss is more familiar with the oper- 
ation of Lake Tahoe than any man I know of. It seems to be the 
opinion of the Corps of Army Engineers thet they are limited to 
135,000 acre-feet in Lake Tahoe. 

Mr. GreorGe Devore (representing Sierra Pacific Power Co. and 
others). Under the flood-control ope rations of the past 18 vears over 
a million acre-feet of water have been dumped from Lake Tahoe. 

Senator Martone. Have you anything further to say on that, Mr. 
Kochis? 

Mr. Kocuis. No, sir. 

Senator Matone. It is not plain to me, on the record you have 
prepared, as to why you believe vou have a » better flood-control plan 
with a lesser leeway. I would be very happy for you to review that 
again, 

Mr. Kocuis. The flood-control operations are based upon an actual 
reservation of 135,000 acre-feet of storage in Lake Tahoe, plus a 
reservation of up to 100,000 or more acre-feet in Prosser Reservoir 
during the same period, plus the operation of Boca Reservoir, the 
maximum flood-control capacity of which is 40,000 acre-feet, the 
exact amount depending on the improvements, plus the present 
methods of operating Lake Tahoe. By setting up specific rules and 
regulations for storage in the three units during flood stages, vou can 
make better use of the available storage than under the present oper- 
ations, from a flood-control standpoint. Some of the local organiza- 
tions are not in agreement with it. 

Senator Matonr. Now, it might be well to state what I believe to 
be the position of the water users on this side of the watershed. What 
they are interested in is getting flood control and more water for 
irrigation. In other words, | think they would be very reluctant to 
agree to anything that would limit the ultimate amount of water 
available to this side of the slope for irrigation. They are, of course, 
in favor of flood control, but if it limits the ultimate amount of water 
to be stored for irrigation on this side, there would be very few people 
interested in it. 

Mr. Kocnis. Our control plan is the utilization of approximately 
135,000 acre-feet of potential storage at the Prosser site, transferred 
storage from the top of the lake, in lieu of storage in the lake. 

Senator Martone. | understand that. But you are not adding to 
the amount of storage water available to this side? 

Mr. Kocuis. Additional storage could be provided on the Little 
Truckee River, provided that storage did not conflict with the district 
engineer’s report of 1946, and could be integrated with it. 

Senator Matone. Is there any other site that might be integrated 
with it? 

Mr. Kocnis. Another site that might be integrated is the Wata- 
shameau site. That site is not on the Truckee River; however, it 
has been considered in conjunction with the Truckee River develop- 
ment, for the reason that it is related to the water supply, or addi- 
tional water supply, for the Truckee-Carson irrigation district, which 
gets part of its supply now from the Truckee River. 
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Senator Matone. Where is that site? 

Mr. Kocuts. It is on the Bureau of Reclamation’s map. It is on 
the Carson River, just below the California State line. The Bureau 
of Reclamation has been investigating it in recent years, and can 
probably give you the exact location. 

] might mention one other thing. Colonel Haug’s formal statement 
contained words to the effect that our plan contained in the 1946 
report recognizes that future developments in the interest of irrigation 
would probably come along in the basin, and that our plan would fit 
into such future developments if such future developments integrated 
with the 1946 report. However, I want to point out that if Washoe 
Lake is developed as a storage reservoir, by means of a tunnel from 
Lake Tahoe, that would not supplement Prosser Reservoir, but could 
be considered as a substitute for it. 

Senator Matons. Have the Army engineers investigated that 
feature? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. That development has been discussed for a good 
many years; we studied it before the war, and abandoned it, largely 
due to the strong opposition of the Lake Tahoe interests. I do not 
recall the economics of that development, worked out at that time. 

Senator Martone. Was there any other means investigated of 
utilizing Washoe Lake, other than by a tunnel to Lake Tahoe? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes. We considered a canal from the Truckee River 
to take water from Lake Tahoe to Washoe Lake. 

Senator Matonr. Has there ever been any investigation of any 
other reservoir sites on the Truckee River watershed? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, a number of others. The ones I recall immedi- 
ately are: There was a potential reservoir site in Lemmon Valley, 
which was considered before the war, in fact there was a plan for it, 
then the Army built an air base there; we gave consideration to 
building higher banks for the Truckee River proper, but that was 
abandoned, due to the utility problems and lack of reservoir sites on 
the Truckee River. 

Senator Martone. Has Spanish Springs Valley been considered? 

Mr. Kocuts. We have considered it, but it would have a very small 
capacity, and drainage and controls would be limited, therefore we 
have not seriously contemplated it. 

Senator Matone. Is it necessary to consider the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers together before anything is done on the Truckee water- 
shed, in order to have a final complete unit, in the years ahead, for 
the two rivers? 

Mr. Kocuts. Not as far as flood control is concerned, except if 
flood control is solved by the construction of additional reservoirs. 
I, personally, feel that would be foolish. 

Senator Matoner. I am asking if it is necessary to consider the two 
rivers together before anything is done on either river, or could the 
problem on the Truckee be solved first, and that on the Carson River 
later, after a decree settling the water rights was finally entered? 

Mr. Kocuts. Flood control on the Truckee can be solved first, and 
the Carson problem considered later. 

Senator Martone. Then later the Carson River unit could be 
operated in conjunction with the Truckee River unit? 

Mr. Kocuts. That is correct. 
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Senator MALone. Supposing the Truckee River project would be 
authorized next year, and the money was available, how long would 
it take to complete the project as you have outlined it? 

Mr. Kocuts. I think it would take probably 4 years to construct 
the project, after all required assurance of local cooperation is given. 

Senator Martone. The local cooperation to which you refer would 
be consent to the modification of the Truckee River agreement? 

Mr. Kocuts. That would be the principal one; there might be others; 
Also, it would depend on Federa) contributions. 

Senator Matone. My question was based on the assumption that 
the Federal appropriations would come along. 

Mr. Kocuis. I would say 4 years. 

Senator MaLone. Four years from the start of construction it would 
be available for operation? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matonr. Now, about the lower regions of the Truckee 
River, you have planned certain channel improvements and the 
removal of certain reefs in the river. Explain that, briefly. 

Mr. Koc HIS. In the lower Truckee meadows the river channel has 
a capacity of 3,500 to 4,000 cubic feet per second. When the flow 
exceeds that amount, as it frequently does, almost every year, the 
water backs up and inundates pasturelands, and those lands can’t be 
utilized, due to that overflow hazard. The plan incorporated in the 
1946 report recommends the removal of some existing reefs, and en- 
larging the channel for some seven and a half miles, with some supple- 
mental levees. Such improvements would tend to eliminate the haz- 
ards at high water stages, and would facilitate the carriage of the 
water and would make possible the full utilization of certain lands, 
The plan is to provide a channel capacity of 12,000 cubie feet per 
second, in place of the present 3,500. 

Senator Matone. Will you sabunié. for the record, your figures as 
to the depth, width, and length of that construction, also the cost, 
and so forth? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matone. Are there any questions anyone would like to 
ask Mr. Kochis or Colonel Haug now? 

Mr. F. R. Breen (representing Nevada State Fish and Game 
Commission, and others). Mr. Kochis, as I understand, the Prosser 
Creek Reservoir is to serve two purposes; storage and to bring down 
the level of Lake Tahoe. 

Mr. Kocnuis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Breen. Do I correctly understand you to mean that as far as 
Lake Tahoe is concerned, even in flood years, the level would be kept 
lower than it has in the past? 

Mr. Kocutis. That is correct, 1.1 feet lower. 

Mr. Breen. That is, it would be kept at 6,228 feet? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Breen. And the water that is now stored in Lake Tahoe above 
that level would be transferred to the Prosser Reservoir? 

Mr. Kocnis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Breen. Now, how would the Prosser Reservoir affect the 
flood-control problem in the Truckee meadows? 

Mr. Kocnuts. My answer, which I gave before, is that by the setting 
up of rigid and firm flood-control operating rules and regulations in 








36 WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 


Lake Tahoe, Prosser Creek Reservoir, and Boca Reservoir, there 
would be better control of floods than can be obtained under the 
existing conditions. 

Mir. Breen. Then, so far as the present plan that you have related 
to us is concerned, there would be no additional upstream storage 
facilities provided? 

Mr. Kocuts. That ts right. 

Mr. Breen. How could it have affected the flood of 1950? 

\Ir. Kocuts. The plan we proposed in 194¢, in our opinion, would 
have reduced the flow of the November and December 1950 flood at 
Reno from 19,906 to 12,000 cubie feet per second. That is based on 
preliminary estimates; local interests do not entirely agree. 

\M[Ir. Breen. How do you arrive at the conclusion that it would 
decrease the flow from 19,000 to 12,000 feet in the Truckee at Reno? 

Mr. Kocuts. By determining the amount of water we could store, 
to reduce the flow. 

Mr. Breen. Was your estimate based upon the assumption that 
Prosser Reservoir would be empty? 

Mir. Kocnts. I can’t answer that, except that probably it was 
based upon the normal situation that exists. 

Ir. Breen. It you only took 500 second feet from the Truckee 
River in that 3-mile canal to Prosser Reservoir, and there was a 
maximum flow of 19,000 feet in the river, how would you control it? 

Mr. Kocuts. I can’t answer that question at this time. We will 
submit a report showing how the 1950 peak could have been reduced 
to 12,000 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Breen. Could you tell me in a general way how you would 
expect to decrease a flow of 19,000 feet to 12,000 feet, when you only 
have a canal carrying 500 feet? 

Mr. Kocuts. No, sir. 

Senator Matonr. Perhaps they can submit figures as to how they 
arrive at that conclusion. It is a little hard for me to understand how 
you could get better regulation by Prosser than you could with Lake 
Tahoe. 

Mr. Kocuts. We will be glad to submit that. 

Mr. Breen. Do I understand you will submit an explanation as to 
how the flow could be reduced from 19,000 to 12,000 feet? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes, sir. 

Senator MaLonr. By using Prosser Reservoir in connection with 
the Boca Reservoir, and why that would be more efficient than the 
present Lake Tahoe operation. 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes. 

Mr. Breen. As far as your flood-control features are concerned, all 
the water taken out of Lake Tahoe would come back into the Truckee 
River? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes; all that it is physically possible to return. 

Senator Ma toner. By the way, will you show us on the map where 
the water from Prosser Reservoir would reenter the river, at what 
point, approximately? 

Mr. Koents. We would bring that water back just below the mouth 
of the Little Truckee River, to the Mystic powerhouse. 

Senator Matonr. The water would be returned below the Boca 
Reservoir? 
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Mr. Kocuis. Just below the mouth of the Little Truckee, above 
the Boca Reservoir. 

Senator Matonr. Would that have a tendency to reduce the flow 
in the Truckee River? 

Mr. Kocnis. Yes; it would, with effect on two existing powerplants 
of the Sierra Pacific Power Co., as I recall, and the reduction of power 
at those sites would have to be replaced by new developments. 

Mr. Breen. Would that deficiency in the river be detrimental to 
fish life? 

Mr. Kocuis. I imagine that is a debatable point. We attempt to 
maintain a minimum flow of 52 cubic feet per second, but at times the 
flow has receded to as low as 28 or 30 cubic feet per second. We do 
not think it would be detrimental to fish life in the long run, but I 
realize that is a very debatable point. 

Mr. Breen. Supposing that the plan went into effect, who would 
administer the release of water from Prosser Reservoir? 

Mr. Kocuts. It would be in the hands of the water department, and 
be administered according to the interstate snow surveys. We have 
considered various alternative means by which the operation could be 
accomplished. It appears to be consistent to make local interests 
responsible, if they would operate the flood control according to rules 
and regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of War. I want to 
point out that that is a policy that would have to be given very careful 
consideration, not only by the local interests but the Corps of Engi- 
neers and Congress itself. It is the normal procedure now to require 
local interests to take over the cost and maintenance of such Federal 
projects. 

Senator Matoner. Let me ask you about the division of the cost of 
the project. 

Mr. Kocuis. In 1946 the cost was estimated at $13,336,000, if 
1 remember right. 

Senator Matonr. Now, that included the total cost of Prosser 
Creek Reservoir, the improvement of the outlet at Lake Tahoe, the 
improvement of the river channel, and the removal of the reefs? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. 

Senator Matone. That is about the extent of the project? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes. 

Senator MaLonr. Now, how much of that cost is written off for 
flood control, if any? 

Mr. Kocuts. In 1946 it was proposed that local interests carry in 
the neighborhood of $860,000 of the cost, the remaining cost to be 
carried by the United States, the Government to be repaid by power 
interests. 

Senator Matoner. The revenue from power would go to compensate 
the Government? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes. 

Senator Matone. What part of the Government’s share would 
be written off, and what part compensated for? 

Mr. Kocuts. We have no approximation of those figures. 

Senator Matone. The ‘local interests’? would include the Lake 
Tahoe water users, Washoe County Conservation District, Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District water users 

Mr. Kocuis. All local interests. We did not specify or set up in 
our report what the local interests were. 
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Senator MaALone. Do you recall approximately how much was 
written off for flood control, without re payment? 

Mr. Kocuis. The whole cost was written off for flood control, the 
Federal Government to carry that. 

Senator Matone. | understand that. But, deducting the $860,000 
to be paid by local interests, there is $12,476,000 to be accounted for. 
Now, how much of that is to be written off and how much compen- 
sated for? 

Mr. Kocuts. We made no determination of that. We estimated 
approximately $20,000 a year compensation. 

Senator Matonr. Over how long a period would they pay it? 

Mr. Kocuts. We did not estimate the repayments for either power 
or irrigation, in our report. 

Senator MaLtonr. What would be your estimate as to how many 
years that $20,000 would be paid? 

Mr. Kocuts. I have no figures on that. 

Senator MAaLonr. You must have some estimate. You must have, 
in your calculations, some place, had some idea of what they would 
repay. 

Mr. Kocuts. We computed the increased net income that would 
result from the improved water supply made available. If any 
charge were made it would not, in my opinion, exceed $10,000 or 
$20,000 for the irrigation and power, respectively. 

Senator Matonr. It would not exceed $20,000 a vear? 

Mr. Kocuis. No. If it were a repayment under the Reclamation 
Act it would be 40 years; if it were under the Power Act referred to in 
our report, it would be indefinite. 

Senator Matong. In other words, it would be for the life of the 
project? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes. 

Senator Matoner. It represents payment for how much power? 

Mr. Kocuts. The benefits the power interests get in increased kilo- 
watt hours. 

Senator Martone. And how many kilowatt-hours is that? 

Mr. Kocuts. It represents benefits from the project of 33,000 kilo- 
watt installations at the Mystic and Prosser sites. As I recall, the 
statement was about 150 million kilowatt-hours annually. 

Senator Matongn. Now, Mr. Kochis, you will have an opportunity 
to review your testimony, and when you do, | hope vou will give us a 
little more definite figures on that. How much additional water did 
you estimate will be available? 

Mr. Kocuts. I don’t recall that, exactly. I have in mind 3,000 
acre-feet, but that doesn’t actually give a full picture. It increases 
the water supply by ine reasing efficiency in dry years. 

Senator Matone. If 3,000 acre-feet of additional water is made 
available, would a payment of $20,000 annually cover that? 

Mr. Kocuis. Yes. 

Senator Martone. All I want to do is take something back to our 
committee, so our engineers, and myself as far as that is concerned, 
will understand what the Corps of Engineers recommend. 

Mr. Epwarp M. Prckuam (president of the board of directors of 
Washoe County Water Conservation District). Assuming that this 
plan or the one the Truckee-Carson Committee has in mind goes 
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ahead, and assuming that it takes 4 years to complete, and suppose 
that channel clearance down the river was accomplished, by legisla- 
tion through Washington, ahead of this overall program, what could 
we expect in flood benefits that would apply to our overall plan? 
Would we be allowed credit for the channel clearance? 

Mr. Kocuis. I think the answer to your question is “No.” 

Senator Matone. As I understood the question, I think Mr. Peck- 
ham means if the money were advanced for any part of this project, 
with particular reference to removal of the reefs, for instance, would 
they be compensated when the entire project went through. 

Mr. Kocuts. Not unless the work was authorized by Congress as 
a unit. If the project was split up and authorized separately, it 
might have an abundance of benefits, or it might not have sufficient 
benefits. 

Col. D. S. Burns (division engineer, Corps of Army Engineers). I 
would like to say in that connection that if the removal of the reefs 
and clearing the channel were authorized separately, that portion of 
the project would have an overabundance of benefits, while the rest 
of the project might not have sufficient benefits. As you know, Sen- 
ator, with the Corps of Engineers one of our criteria is whether the 
annual benefits equal the annual cost, including intangible benefits 
such as loss of life. 

Senator Matone. Colonel Burns, it has been established that as- 
surance of various interested organizations has been submitted to the 
Army Engineers. 

Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator Matone. But not from certain other interested organiza- 
tions. 

Colonel Burns. That is right. 

Senator Matone. Then it would be necessary to proceed without 
them, or to have them come in later? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator MAaLonr. Now, supposing their comments did come in, 
say sometime in October or November. I understand it isn’t a 
matter of lack of interest, at all, but merely a failure to get together. 
But if comments are received from those organizations and you then 
proceeded to coordinate the suggestions and come out with something 
considered feasible and desirable, with an estimate of cost, how long 
do you think it would take you to get such a report to the Congress? 

Colonel Burns. Well, of course you realize, Senator, that the 
interim report, which was completed in 1946, is now completely out of 
date as to benefits and costs. If we received comments, or we decided 
to proceed without comments from such local interests, we figure that 
it would take us from 3 to 4 months to bring the report up to date, 
which would include, of course, and up-to-date benefit-cost ratio. 
Now, that benefit-cost ratio would have to be relatively tentative, 
but it would be enough upon which we could base a decision as to 
whether we should go ahead and spend the additional money that 
would be required to thoroughly investigate dam sites, and, of course, 
from the information we got from drilling the dam sites, to develop 
our design in a preliminary way. It would depend on what we found 
in the way of economic justification whether we decided it would be 
worth while to go on and do these things. Now, if we found that the 
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project, either as we have it computed at this moment or with some 
variations, could not be economically justified, then we would not 
proceed with any further investigations. 

Senator Martone. Is it customary with the Army engineers to 
make their examinations on the basis of the ratio of benefits to cost? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. Even in the preliminary examinations—we 
might say special examinations—we make a very rough determination 
as to whether the project is worthy and, also whether it would be 
economically justified. In other words, we would at least determine 
whether, from general appearances and the information available, it 
would be economically justified. Now, when we get into the survey 
stage we have to make more thorough investigations. We may 
happen to run into a dam site that is quite simple, there are relatively 
few holes; again, if we run into a dam site which doesn’t appear too 
satisfactory from the initial investigation, then we may be called 
upon to make a very much more thorough investigation, in order to 
be able to determine a reasonably firm price. 

Senator Martone. You have proceeded in that manner in this 
case; you did make preliminary examinations of the dam sites? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator Matone. You simply drill until you do have some idea? 

Colonel Burns. That is right. 

Senator MaLone. You are now in that situation, you have made 
your preliminary investigations on benefits and costs, since beginning 
the surveys in 1938? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator Matone. Now it isn’t necessary to make a new estimate; 
isn’t that true? 

Colonel Burns. Well, of course it will also depend on the type of 
comments we get from local interests. 

Senator MaLone. Let us suppose everything is agreeable. 

Colonel Burns. | would say a large part of the estimate would have 
to be revised. We couldn’t assume, for instance, that the benefits 
would increase in the same proportion as the cost. 

Senator Matonre. You would have to take another look at the 
benefits and cost. But that is not a long-drawn-out job, is it? 

Colonel Burns. No, sir. 

Senator Matone. It would be mostly on the increased cost from 
what you originally estimated, which we know is considerable? 

Colonel Burns. We would not be willing to stand by the estimates 
we have now, without further investigation of the sites, as to the 
subsurface. 

Senator MALong. You are not going to recommend anything until 
you know it is voing to be a feasible project ? 

Colonel Burns. No. What you mean is, what further investigations 
we will make to determine what you might term a permanent cost- 
benefit ratio? 

Senator Matonr. Yes. Supposing everything is ready by October 
or November, what fieldwork do you have to do to start your office- 
work? 

Colonel Burns. We will have practically no fieldwork. 

Senator Matone. That was my point. Then what you have to do 
is to make a reconnaissance survey, and in 3 or 4 months we will be 
notified whether the benefits still are enought to justify the cost? 
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Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator Matone. And after that it goes to Washington and is 
finally submitted to Congress, and we can proceed; is that true? 

Colonel Burns. To complete the survey in the form it is required, 
not only by the Chief of Engineer, but by the Congress, we have to 
include a firm estimate upon whic h we can stand. If the Congress 
decides they would like what you might term an interim report, or a 
program report, which would include up to the point where it was 
determined that the project is still or is not now economically justified, 
if Congress specifies what they want, we would submit the report. 

Senator Martone. After you had determined what the ratio of 
benefits to cost was, could the cost, perhaps, be toned down? 

Colonel Burns. Well, it is very true that even after a project is 
authorized, based on an estimate of cost in our report, that in the 
course of developing the definite program upon which the detailed 
design is based, we still may make a more complete report of subse- 
quent exploration, whether we located a dam properly or not, and what 
the final cost of the dam is going to be. 

Senator Matone. Then you know whether it is feasible or not? 

Colonel Burns. Yes. 

Senator MALONE. Now, in this case we have delayed the matter 
long enough, and to incorporate the project in an omnibus bill would 
mean further delay; is that true? 

Colonel Burns. It is true that an omnibus bill seldom comes out 
oftener than every 2 years. I believe 1950 was the last one. 

Senator MaLone. That is true. Does anyone have any questions 
to ask Colonel Burns? 

Mr. Ernest J. Kiepre (member of the Board of Washoe County 
Commissioners). Do the Army engineers have available any funds for 
clearing and snagging channels? 

Colonel Burns. We never bad any fund of that type. Ifa request 
comes in from local interests, then we have our engineeis examine the 
situation. If it looks as though it is needed, we frequently recommend 
to the Chief of Engineers that this particular project be authorized. 
Now, I can’t tell you offhand, but 1 don’t believe there is any such 
request in for the Truckee River. 

Mr. Kocuts. There is one for the Truckee River Basin. 

Senator Matong. Mr. C. C. Taylor, haven’t you such an applica- 
tion in for the Washoe County Conservation District? 

Mr. Tayror. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. How Jong ago did you put it in? 

Mr. Taytor. A month and a half or 2 months ago. 

Senator Matonn. Colonel Burns, will you deseribe the procedure 
on that, for the benefit of the record? 

Colonel Burns. Usually the procedure is to write a letter to the 
district engineer, and the district engireer will reply as to whether he 
can go along with the request. The Chief of Engireers has all this 
money in his control, and if any project is approved by him he specifi- 
cally allots the money, and if there is any money left over, that 
money is diverted to other projects that might be approved. 

Senator Matonre. What law is that? 

Colonel Burns. The 1937 act is the basic law. And there is a 
limitation on it, that vou can spend not to exceed $50,000 on any 
one thing in any one year. There is another act that authorizes the 








42 WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 


construction of small flood-control projects, the cost of which will not 
exceed $150,000, without the specific approval of Congress, under a 
general law. There are four different ways we can spend money on 
emergency measures. If it is general clearing and snagging, and the 
cost will not exceed $50,000 and there has been no money spent on 
that particular stream in that fiscal year, then it is probable we 
would see fit to recommend it, and the Chief of Engineers may have a 
fund and authorize the work. What I suggest is to make your request 
to the district engineer and let him look into it. 

Mr. Ernest J. Kueppr (member of the Board of Washoe County 
Commissioners). You said that the Army engineers’ report requires 
$860,000 from the local interests. Supposing we find that maybe 
there is $250,000 or $300,000 of that, whatever it may be, will have to 
be raised by bond issue, and supposing the bond issue failed of approval 
in the election. 

Colonel Burns. Well, the money required on the part of the local 
interests is that required to purchase land easements, and so forth, 
that are required in connection with the main dam, and also the 
relocation of any existing facilities that might be in the way of the 
channel improvements. That is the policy of Congress, as you know, 
Senator. Now, I don’t remember how the recommendations in this 
case are written up, but normally you just can’t proceed with a project 
unless ‘the local interests give assurances satisfactory to the Secretary 
of War that they will comply with the requirements of local coopera- 
tion included in the project approved by the Congress. It has nothing 
to do with authorization of the project, but we can’t start construction 
until the local interests give assurances that they will meet those 
requirements. Now, in some cases the local interests have to actually 
do some physical work before we start; in other cases that isn’t neces- 
sary. You understand I mean by “local interests” legal bodies, and 
if you do not have levee or flood-control districts, or some such 
organizations, provided by the laws of Nevada, that can give those 
assurances, I suggest that you have the bodies organized, if they are 
not already, so they can given the assurances. 

Mr. Kueprr. Why can’t there be some method of separating the 
clearing ard snagging of the channel from the rest of the project, so 
that can be done first, when the final answer will be the same? 

Colonel Burns. Bear this in mind: All the improvements to be 
made on this project are on the basis of upstream storage so that the 
flow will not exceed 12,000 second-feet. And, if you improve the 
channel up to a capacity of 12,000 second-fect, and then you have a 
15,000- or 20,000-second-feet flood come down, the channel would 
not be adequate to carry it. We have had cases like that all along. 
Maybe on the lower river there are levees needed for the protection 
of farmlands, and they want them now, without waiting for the dam 
to be completed, but the height of the levees that would be necessary 
without upstream storage makes the cost prohibitive; we just can’t 
do it. Sometimes the engineering difficulties make it almost im- 
possible. That might not be true in this particular case. You are 
talking about removing the reefs, principally? 

Mr. Kuepre. Yes. 

Colonel Burns. I am not familiar with the details as to how much 
that would cost. 
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Mr. Kuepper. I think the engineers’ estimate was something like 
$250,000. 

Colonel Hava. I think that was the estimate we made last fall; 
I think we had a round figure of a quarter of a million dollars, to 
remove the reefs low enough. 

Senator MatLone. Isn’t that estimate rather high? 

Colonel Hauc. No. We took the plans and made an agreed esti- 
mate. Isn’t that true, Mr. Taylor? 

Mr. C. C. Taytor (engineer of the Washoe County Water Con- 
servation District). Yes. 

Colonel Burns. I think there is a little confusion here as to emer- 
gencies. It is true that under the Flood Control Act of 1938 the Chief 
Engineer is authorized, in an emergency, to install or restore existing 
flood-control works that are damaged or destroyed by floods. But 
in this case there are no existing flood-control works. So, it can’t be 
considered an emergency, at least under that particular law. The 
only law under which this project might fit would be the one under 
which the Chief Engineer is authorized to construct small flood- 
control projects at a cost not to exceed $150,000. Now, those projects 
must be economically justified, and they must be complete in them- 
selves, and not commit the United States to further operations. 

Senator Matoner. Does anyone have any further questions? 

Mr. Witt M. Buss. At Lake Tahoe we have an organization 
known as the Lake Tahoe Chamber of Commerce. That does not 
cover everybody at the lake, but many of the property owners there. 
Would their recommendations have any bearing with you? 

Colonel Burns. I was talking about legal entities of local interests 
giving assurances that they will provide the cooperation required by 
Congress. 

Mr. Buss. I was just wondering who would represent the people 
at Lake Tahoe. 

CoLoNEL Burns. For what purpose? 

Mr. Buiss. Making recommendations. 

Colonel Burns. You mean on our report? 

Mr. Buss. Yes. 

Colonel Burns. Anyone. We do not care whether it is a legal 
entity or not. Anyone at all. 

Mr. D. J. Foprin (mayor of the city of Sparks). I represent 9,000 
people. I want to tell you what happened at Sparks. There were 
only 2 days, I think, when there was as much as 8,000 second-feet in 
the river this year; then it dropped. But we had to put out sandbags, 
and the State Highway Department had to stop their highway work. 
We had to sandbag our sewage-disposal plant. And I would like to 
submit a report on that, representing the city of Sparks. That has 
gone on year after year, and it affects 9,000 people in Washoe County. 

Senator Martone. You will have an opportunity to submit a 
statement later, Mr. Fodrin. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. F. R. Breen (representing Nevada State Fish and Game 
Commission and others). It has been stated that in the overall con- 
sideration of this matter it was felt that the benefits outweighed the 
costs, in considering the benefits on other aspects of this program. 
What consideration was given to the fish life in the river as it exists 
now as compared to the conditions under your plan? 
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Colonel Burns. As I recall, we took no credit for any improvement 
of the water conditions in the interest of fish. 

Mr. Breen. Did you consider that factor? 

Colonel Burns. As I recall, we considered that that was a benefit 
that we did not evaluate—one of those intangible benefits that is 
rather difficult to evaluate. 

Mr. Breen. Was any attempt made to evaluate that? 

Colonel Burns. No evaluation. 

Mr. Breen. Do I understand the Army engineers’ position to be 
that, as far as the effect of this project on the fish life in the Truckee 
River is concerned it has not been a concern of the engineers in draw- 
ing up the plans? 

Colonel Burns. Well, except insofar, as explained, it provides there 
will be a minimum flow at all times of 52 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Breen. Now, is that incidental or planned? 

Colonel Burns. Planned. 

Mr. Breen. Now, can you tell us just what investigations, if any, 
were made in reaching that part of your report, or plan, where you 
provide for a minimum flow of 52 cubie feet per second? 

Colonel Burns. I will let Mr. Kochis answer that. 

Mr. Kocuis. It was discussed with the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
We analyzed the reported low-water flows, examined wants, and, to 
the best of our judgment, we selected the 52-cubie-feet flow. 

Mr. Breen. As a matter of fact, you haven’t received the opinion 
of any fish technician from this area as to the effect of that flow on 
the fish life in that area? 

Mr. Kocuts. We have received comments trom the California Fish 
and Game Department. In 1946 they commented on the flow and 
the advisability of it. 

Mr. Breen. Was that included in your 1946 report? 

Mr. Kocuts. They reviewed the draft, and made comments. 

Senator Martone. I wonder if you can make a copy of their com- 
ments available to this committee? 

Mr. Kocuts. Yes 

Senator Martone. Is that satisfactory, Mr. Breen? 

Mr. Breen. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. On page 27 of vour report it is stated that no 
provision has been made for fish ladders. How did you reach that 
conclusion? 

Mir. Kocuts. It was our understanding that they were not necessary. 
If we were in error, we would like to be corrected. 

Colonel Burns. That is the kind of comment we like to receive. 

Senator Matoner. Yes. Iam particularly impressed that since the 
hearing started there has been very little attention paid to vour report. 
Mr. Breen’s questions are to the point, and it is up to Mr. Breen and 
his associates to get in any comments or suggestions they see fit, in 
order to do their duty to their positions, to make all things clear, to 
find out exactly what the plan is that is proposed. 

Mr. Breen. Mr. Kochis, where is this 52 cubic feet of water to be, 
where will the measurement be taken, and what will be the overall 
effect on the bed of the Truckee River between the pomt of diversion 
and the point where the diverted water would be returned to the 
river? 
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Mr. Kocurs. I do not recall the details of the operation, as to ex- 
actly where the 52 cubic feet starts or how far it goes down the river 
in particular seasons of the year. If a representative of your office 
will come to our office, we will be very happy to go over our records and 
give you any further information we can. 

Mr. Breen. | wonder if we could get a written statement from the 
Army engineers as to just what this plan involves insofar as the flow 
of water in the Truckee River is concerned. Unless we have a definite 
plan, and our technicians consider that plan, we can’t properly 
evaluate it and make our recommendations. In other words, it would 
take more than 1 day’s visit with you people to properly understand 
it and evaluate it. 

Senator Matone. Colonel Burns, the chairman believes that the 
fish life in the Truckee River is very important, and is becoming more 
important each year, and i know from past experience that it is not 
the intention of the Army engineers to impair it. Would it be pos- 
sible that in a week or 10 days the details of the plans for the mini- 
mum flow, the fish ladders, and plans to improve, or at least to pre- 
serve, the fish life in the Truckee stream system could be presented as 
an exhibit? 

Colonel Burns. I believe that is perfectly feasible. I don’t know 
how much work is involved in that. 

Senator Matone. If there are no more questions to be asked the 
Army engineers at this time, the Lake Tahoe Water Users’ Associa- 
tion, represented by Col. A. M. Barton and Mr. Will M. Bliss, will 
be heard next, because they have to leave. 

Col. A. M. Barron (appearing as attorney for the Lake Tahoe 
Water Conference Committee). | have a very short statement, which 
I would like to have incorporated in the record. 

Senator Matonr. The statement will be accepted, and ineorpor- 
ated in the record. 


STATEMENT OF COL. A. M. BARTON, CHAIRMAN, LAKE TAHOE 
WATER CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 


Colonel Barton. For the past 28 years I have been chief engineer 
and general manager of the Reclamation Board of California, desig- 
nated by law to cooperate with the Federal Government in planning 
and construction of flood-control works on the San Joaquin and 
Sacramento Rivers. I request that this statement be accepted and 
appear in the official record of this hearing. 

The Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee has 3 members 
from California and 3 from Nevada, each appomted by the Governor 
of the respective States. 

Since 1900 Lake Tahoe’s maximum elevation has been fixed at 
6229.1 feet. In several different years during this time the lake level 
reached the elevation of 6,228 feet, 24 times. The highest elevation 
was 6,231.26, recorded in July 1907. The minimum, 6,221.68, was in 
December 1931. The elevation is a matter of regulation. Your 
court decree, the agreement known as the Truckee River agreement, 
was the law during this time. 

Now, I want to get the facts separated, as to the plan of the Corps 
of Army Engineers. First, as far as storage is concerned, Lake Tahoe 
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is removed from the picture, and 6,228 feet would be arrived at as the 
new level; the former storage in Lake Tahoe, 135,000 acre-feet, is 
removed bodily and channeled into Prosser Reservoir. The project 
generates 33,000 kilowatts of installed power, amounting to 150 
million kilowatt hours; that is the second part of the project. The 
third part is 3,000 acre-feet of additional water on existing cultivated 
acreage or new acreage. 

The Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee consists of the 
following: Three representatives from California, appointed by the 
California Governor, consisting of Harry O. Comstock, of Brockway, 
Calif., Mr. George Kehlet, of Meeks Bay, Calif., and Mr. Charles 
Young, of Bijou, Calif.; and the Nevada representatives, appointed by 
the Governor of Nevada, Will M. Bliss, of Glenbrook, Nev., George 
T. Devore, Reno, Nev., and James W. Johnson, of Fallon, Nev. 

This committee was created in 1934, as an advisory body, in an 
endeavor to adjust various differences existing between the Lake 
Tahoe resort owners, irrigation and power interests and other users. 
relative to the use of Lake Tahoe water. During the past 18 years the 
Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee has had presented to it 4 
preliminary plans, all of which pertained to the present method of 
regulating the reservoirs. 

Colonel Barron. That concludes my statement. 

(The prepared statement referred to above is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Con. A. M. Barton, CHAIRMAN, LAKE TAHOE INTERSTATE 
CONE ERENCE COMMITTEE 


My name is A. M. Barton. For the past 28 vears I have been chief engineer and 
general manager of the Reclamation Board of California, which, in addition to 
other functions, is the State agency designated by law to cooperate with the 
Federal Government through the Corps of Engineers in the planning and con- 
struction of flood-control works on the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and 
their tributaries. 

Pursuant to notice of public hearing dated August 13, 1952, signed by Senator 
Dennis Chavez, chairman of the Committee on Public Works, and in compliance 
with an invitation of the Honorable George W. Malone, addressed to me under 
date of August 14, 1952, I am appearing before this committee in my capacity 
as chairman of the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Committee. I 
respectfully request this statement be inserted in the official record of this hearing. 

This committee consists of 3 representatives from each of the States of California 
and Nevada and was created in 1934 by the respective Governors of California 
and Nevada as an advisory body with the undersigned as chairman in an en- 
deavor to adjust various differences existing between the littoral lake owners 
irrigation and power interests and Federal agencies relative to the use of Lake 
Tahoe waters 

During the past 18 years the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Conference Com- 
mittee functioning as an open forum for all interests concerned has had presented 
to it 4 preliminary plans all of which involve the use of Lake Tahoe as a storage 
or regulating reservoir as follows: 

1. Corps of Engineers United States Army. 

2. United States Bureau of Reclamation plan of development for the Washoe 
project. 

3. California Division of Water Resources Study. 

1. Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee plan of development. 

The Corps of Engineers is carrying on its investigation under specific con- 
gressional authority. The details of the Army’s plan will doubtless be outlined 
to vour committee by a representative of the corps. In the Army’s original 
report the first cost of the various improvements was estimated to be $13,360,000, 
of which $12,498,000 would be borne by the Federal Government and $862,000 
by local interests. 

Many of the items involved, the Lake Tahoe Interstate Conference Committee 
is informed, have been subsequently reinvestigated by the Corps of Engineers, 
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and costs thereof reestimated so that as of May 1951 the total Federal and local 
interest cost of this project was found to be in excess of $19,000,000. Further- 
more, @ partial appraisal of the cost-benefit ratio by the Corps of Engineers on a 
current basis indicates that due to cost increases, the project may not now be 
justified. 

Several alternate plans have been studied by the Corps of Engineers. None 
of these have been presented in detail to the Tahoe Conference Committee. All 
of these proposals had two objectives in common: namely, the provisions of sub- 
stitute storage space to balance reduction in the storage capacity of Lake Tahoe 
that would occur if the lowering of the present legal maximum lake level for 
prevention of attendant damages is to be achieved; and also improvement of the 
Truckee River Channel for control of floodwaters through Reno, Nev., and the 
Truckee Meadows area. In pursuing these studies, the related problems of 
power development, irrigation and drainage, were also considered by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

The United States Bureau of Reckenaaients investigation of the Washoe project 
is currently under study, as are likewise the California Division of Water Resources 
investigation and that of the Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee. All of 
these proposals I assume will be outlined for the record during this hearing. 

In view of the foregoing, it will be obvious to your honorable committee that, 
until such time as these various plans currently under study, have been presented 
in their final form to the Lake Tahoe Interstate Water Committee for their con- 
sideration, it will be impossible for this organization to take such formal action 
as it may deem advisable relative to an endorsement, and appropriate action 
leading to the execution of the proposal that will in its judgment best conserve the 
general interest with least injury to individuals. 

Senator Matone. I believe it has been testified here that no 
adequate regulation of the lake can be had under the present method; 
is that correct? 

Colonel Barton. I think so. Since 1900 the elevation has exceeded 
the maximum of 6,229.1 seven times. 

Senator Martone. Isn’t it just as easy to regulate the water at 
6,229.1 as it would be to regulate it at 6,228? 

Colonel Barton. That is right. 

Senator Matong. Then it is a matter of regulation, and not a 
matter of lowering the lake level a foot? 

Colonel Barton. It is my opinion, also, that it is a matter of 
regulation. 

Senator Matone. I want to get the facts straight, for the record. 
You actually represent only the members of the Lake Tahoe Water 
Conference Committee? 

Colonel Barton. Yes, an advisory committee, only. 

Senator Martone. Now let me ask you, the court decree and the 
Truckee River agreement between the Washoe County Water Con- 
servation District, the Sierra Pacific Power Co. and the Truckee-Carson 
Irrigation District is the law at this time, the agreement between 
those three parties? 

Colonel Barton. That was so stipulated. 

Senator Matone. In other words, if such a stipulation could not 
have been procurred, the lake level couldn’t be touched? 

Colonel Barton. I am not speaking as an attorney, because I am 
not one. 

Senator Matone. As you know, in the United States Senate I had 
considerable to do with the organization of the Washoe County 
Conservation District and the negotiations leading up to the consum- 
mation of the Truckee River agreement. 

Colonel Barton. That is right. 

Senator Martone. And I think I can safely say there can be no 
change in that agreement without a further stipulation. 
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Colonel Barron. | think that is right. 

Senator Matonr. Now, we notice that the report of the Army 
engineers boils down to taking 1.1 feet from the top of Lake Tahoe 
in other words, it is removed from the picture—and 6,228 feet would 
be arrived at as the new level, and the water above that level would 
be removed, bodily, to the Prosser Reservoir. In other words, there 
is no apparent reason for the construction of the Prosser Reservoir 
other than to take that water from Lake Tahoe? 

Colonel Barron. That is my conception of it. 

Senator Martone. And 33,000 kilowatts of power would be gener- 
ated, 150,000,000 kilowatt-hours, as part of the project? 

Colonel Barron. Yes. 

Senator Martone. And the third part of the project, apparently, is 
3,000 acre-feet of additional water made available for irrigation, 
either as supplemental water for existing cultivated acreage or for 
new acreage, as the case may be. 

Colonel Barton. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. Now, what would be your opinion of the benefits 
of the project, outside of those three named, as chairman of the 
committee appointed by the Governor of Nevada and the Governor 
of California? 

Colonel Barron. That is a hard question to answer without full 
knowledge of the Army’s evaluation of the benefits. It depends 
slightly on whether or not the Federal Government writes off all the 
flood-control benefits, or doesn’t. Now, I am not clear in my mind 
as to what they are going to do about that. And I might point out 
to you that the so-called Interstate Committee’s views have been 
more or less exposed to public view in the letter written by Mr. 
Will Bliss, some vears ago. Now, it has been brought out this morn- 
ing that the cost has risen sky high, and it looks as though the whole 
economic study has been thrown out of line, and until such time as 
we get something more definite as to the Army’s proposal we can’t 
come to any conclusion. Now, the Bureau of Reclamation has a 
program here they are working on with the Water Users Committee 
of Nevada, and before I can make an intelligent comment on the 
Army’s report I would like to know more about what these other 
reports will bring forth, and see if there are some features that might 
be in competition with the Army’s report. 

Senator Martone. As to the Army’s report, it seems to me that your 
committee could very well have had it before this, or could now have 
it. And I believe now we are about to hear the Reclamation Bureau 
engineers, so you could take it all into consideration. Your sugges- 
tions must be made to the Army engineers based on their report. You 
are ready to do that when you get their ideas? 

Colonel Barron. That is correct. We are in no position now to 
take any intelligent action, because we haven’t got the full facts be- 
fore the committee. 

Senator Matonr. Do you have any further statements, Colonel 
Barton? 

Colonel Barton. I was going to mention something I don’t think 
anybody has touched on yet, in regard to damages at Lake Tahoe. 
During the 12 vears of record prior to 1950 there have been 2 damaging 
rain floods and 3 damaging snow-melt floods on the Truckee River, 
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and I think the damage amounted to $3,250,000, according to the 
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estimate of the Army engineers. Furthermore, I want to call atten- 

tion to the fact that during 1951 the high water elevation prevailing 

at Lake Tahoe, combined with wave action caused by high winds, 
caused $200,000 damages to septic tanks and shore lines. 

Senator Manone. Did the lake exceed the legal level during that 
period? 

Colonel Barron. No. 

Senator MaLtonr. What do you mean by damages? Who would 
vou sue? The United States Government? 

Colonel Barron. I did not speak of a suit for damages. 

Senator Martone. Could those damages be attributed, to some 
extent, to building done during periods of low water level in the lake? 

Colonel Barron. Yes. I might say that back in 1930 our friend 
Tom King made a survey of the shore line to determine what the 
elevations were of the various installations around the lake, and one 
result was that it was determined there were 22 piers above the eleva- 
tion of 6,230, and 16 that were below 6,230. 

Senator Martone. The 22 were at an elevation where they would 
not be damaged unless the elevation of the lake exceeded 6,229.1 feet? 

Colonel Barron. Yes. Last summer the conference committee, in an 
effsrt to alleviate this damage, issued a warning to owners they should 
get their installations along the shoreline well above 6,229.1. 

Senator Martone. By “well above’? what do vou mean? 

Colonel Barron. | mean above the 6,229.1, the maximum legal 
elevation of the lake. 

Senator Martone. What do you think should be the minimum 
elevation of the installations? 

Colonel Barton. I would say not lower than 6,230 feet. 

Senator Matoner. If the lake level were cee 1.1 feet for the 
benefit of the piers that are built too low, you would still have the 
problem of regulation that you have now at 6,229.1 feet? 

Colonel Barton. If the maximum elevation would be held to 
6,228 there is the problem of disappearing beach lines. As vou know, 
there is a tremendous amount of money invested there, in resorts, 
and at an elevation of 6,228 I think I am safe in saying that a ma- 
jority of the beaches would disappear entirely. Now that, of course, 
is not a major catastrophe, but it should be avoided. 

Senator Matone. I can’t understand why that would be when in 

23 out of 24 vears the lake was kept at the legal maximum elevation. 
Colonel Barron. Lately there has been so much development there 
that, with the passage of time and repeated high elevations of the 
lake, that damage is going to increase vear by year. Now I will say 
Mr. Will Bliss is here, and he was the chairman at the time we made 
the report for the water level study committee of the Sierra-Tahoe 
Water Association, and, as I said before in my testimony, I think the 
views expressed in his letter, which comes to the Army engineers as 
of this date, express the views of the Interstate Committee in regard 
to the Army engineers’ report, and I suggest you ask Mr. Bliss to 
take the witness chair. 

Se ‘nator Matone. Colonel, how did they arrive at the level of 


( ‘olonel Barton. Oh, before the 1915 decree was modified, and our 
committee had considerable to do with the modification thereof, and 
it was the agreed limit at that time, it was stipulated that the water 
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would not go above 6,229.1 feet. Now, there was a great deal of 
debate, and you were State engineer of Nevada at the time; I recall 
you were there, representing the State of Nevada and the Governor, 
and asked the committee to poll, as far as possible, every individual 
that owned land on the California shoreline, and get their views as 
to the elevation. I don’t want to burden you with a lot of details, 
but I will say the committee polled them, and we found that a majority 
of the people were in favor of 6,229.1 feet, at that time. We figured 
that was the best deal we could get, and we accepted it. 

Senator Matone. If there are no further questions to be asked, 
Colonel Barton, we will hear from Mr. Will M. Bliss. 


STATEMENT OF WILL M. BLISS, LAKE TAHOE WATER 
CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 


Mr. Buiss. I would like to argue with Colonel Barton about the 
question of damages as between 6,228 and 6,229.1 feet. The damage 
to the structures was because we went through a great many dry years, 
and a great many people built during those dry years, and did not go 
to the trouble of finding out what the maximum elevation was. T hose 
same people are not going to make the same mistake again. 

Senator Martone. Under the present regulation the maximum ele- 
vation is 6,229.1 feet? 

Mr. Buss. Yes. Another thing; to my mind the main damage 
was the covering up of beaches. ‘There are many beaches between 
6,228 and 6,229.1 feet. That is something we can’t help, with the 
maximum set at 6,229.1. They are intangible damages you can’t 
figure, but there would be a tremendous benefit if the lake could be 
held at 6,228. Ihave forgotten how long ago it was that I was talking 
to some Army engineers, and they wanted to know what our damages 
were. We can’t tell; they are intangible; we have a beach, then the 
level of the lake goes up to 6,229.1 feet and we have no beach, particu- 
larly if the wind blows. If the elevation stays at 6,229.1, year in and 
year out, it is certainly damaging to our business; I can’t say how much. 

Senator Matonr. How long does the lake usually remain at the 
maximum after it reaches that point? 

Mr. Butss. The maximum elevation comes at different times of the 
year. Normally it comes around the Ist of July, and I would say 
in 3 or 4 weeks it goes down about 5 or 6 inches. This year it hit 
the maximum, I think, on the 8th or 9th of August, a maximum of 
6,228.89. As of yesterday, it has gone down to 6,228.84, I think. 
That isn’t very much. Our damage is an intangible damage, that 
becomes more and more as the lake is held high. 

Now, Colonel Barton suggested that I read a letter that I wrote 
while representing the Lake Tahoe-Sierra Water Association, in 1948, 
commenting on the interim report of the Army engineers. I would 
like to bring out a few recommendations contained in the communica- 
tion, as follows: (1) We recommended stabilization of the Lake Tahoe 
water surface, both low and high, as to give the most benefit to the 
residents at Lake Tahoe and the water users on the Truckee River; 
(2) that the maximum lake level be held at 6,228 feet; (3) that the 
natural rim of the lake remain at an elevation of 6,223.3, and that 
the natural rim of Lake Tahoe be not disturbed in any manner. 
The fourth recommendation was that the committee further recom- 
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mended a study of the advisability of the installation of pumps‘at the 
outlet of Lake Tahoe. Now, at this point I would like to bring out 
one fact I think everybody knows; the property owners at Lake 
Tahoe, for years, have fought against disturbing the natural rim in 
any manner. The thought behind that is that if the natural rim is 
once changed by any means, it might continue to be changed, and 
eventually there will be a strip of land laid bare, by the artificial 
means of changing the rim. In other words, the property owners 
who now have lake frontage would have no lake frontage. That is 
the reason we don’t want the rim disturbed. There have been 
occasions when the lake got down to 6,223 feet, and the downstream 
interests needed water badly, and the property owners at the lake 
allowed pumps to be installed to relieve the water users downstream, 
and we are of the opinion that this should be done in the future. It 
has been done in the past, and if the people downstream run into 
such trouble again, I think it is very probable we would do every- 
thing we can to help them. 

There is another thing I am particularly in favor of myself, and that 
is that the property owners at Lake Tahoe and the downstream owners 
get together, so we will have something to set our teeth into, and do 
all we can to save what we think are our rights under these projects. 
Also, speaking for myself alone, I am not interested in tunnels. But, 
of course, we can’t say anything about that until we get the final 
answer on some of these projects. Further, I don’t see why any part 
of the $860,000 should be assessed against the Lake Tahoe water users, 
in view of the trouble they have had the last few years at Reno and 
vicinity; I think the damage is downstream. In conclusion, I would 
like to congratulate the people who operated the gate at the outlet 
of Lake Tahoe this year; the precipitation was higher this year than 
any year since 1889-90, and I believe the lake would have gone above 
6,229.1 if the gate had not been properly operated. 

Senator Matone. If there are no questions to be asked Mr. Bliss, 
we will hear from Harold T. Johnson, California State senator. 

Mr. Harouip T. JoHnson (State senator from the Seventh District 
of California): Referring to the report of the Army engineers of 1946 
on their proposed project in Nevada County and Placer County, we 
naturally are not very much interested, other than as pertains to fish 
and wildlife. To my knowledge, most of the people around the lake 
would be satisfied with the lowering of the water level 1 foot; most of 
the people I talked to there are of that opinion. But there is great 
concern as to the amount of water allowed to flow down the stream 
after the proposed diversion is made. We fully realize in our area 
that the Truckee River is one of our greatest fishing streams, and just 
recently the State of California has been much concerned with the 
flow of that stream. A week ago the streamflow in the upper reaches 
of the river was so low that it was advisable not to plant any fish in 
that area. When consideration is given to the building of this project, 
the people responsible should certainly see that the flow remaining in 
the stream is adéquate for fish life. Now most of the sportsmen are 
not satisfied with the amount allowed to flow down the river from 
Lake Tahoe. I think the objection raised by the California Division 
of Fish and Game is a logical one, and one that the Army engineers 
are going to give adequate consideration. And, almost everyone 
concerned with the waters of Lake Tahoe and the people along the 
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Truckee River are certainly interested in the same thing. So, Senator, 
if vou propose the Jegislation, | hope vou will see fit to look into the 
maintaining of an adequate flow for fish life in the stream. 

Senator Martone. We thank vou very much, Senator. 

Senator JoHnson. I have a brief statement here from the president 
of the Truckee, Calif., Chamber of Commerce, which I would like 

have incorporated in the record, 

Senator Matone. It may be incorporated in the record. 

The matter referred to follows:) 

THe TRUCKEE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Truckee, Calif... Auqu H 1952 
Senator GEORGE W. MALONE, 
Reno, Ne 


DeaAR SENATOR: At this time th 


t } 


people in this area, both businessmen and 
ave urged this organization to present certain pertinent facts regarding 
tl Truckee River before this meeting 

his area by nature of its location and geographical surroundings is ideal for 
recreation and fishing purposes, and we strongly urge that whatever results come 


from any future planning on the natural resources of this region that due regard 
; 


given the many people who use this area for vacation and recreational purposes. 

One of the main points in this regard would be to make certain that at adequate 
flow of water in the Truckee River is maintained all the vear; especially with 
regard to the natural propagation of fish. 

\t the present time not enough water is flowing in the upper part of the Truckee 
River to maintain and propagate the fish population, which are enjoyed by many 
citizens of all the States 

The citizens and members of this organization have asked that a letter be 
written to be entered in the record, for the consideration of the proper authorities. 

Thanking you in advance, 

R. E. Smart, President. 

Senator Matone. We will have the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation next. 

Mr. Houuts A. Hunr. I am Hollis A. Hunt, of the United States 

sureau of Reclamation, Lahonton Basin area office, located at Carson 
City, Nev. And I have with me Mr. W. D. Maughan, my office 
engineer, in the same office, and Mr. A. K. Long, the office hydrologist. 
I have here a prepared statement I would like to present for the record. 

Senator Martone. Thank you. It may be accepted for the benefit 
of the record. 

The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Houus A. Hunt, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The Bureau of Reclamation has participated in the investigation and deve lop- 
ment of the Truckee and Carson Rivers since passage of the Reclamation Act in 
1902 The Bureau constructed the Newlands project beginning in 1905 and 
constructed the Truckee River storage project in the mid-1930’s. Sinee 1945 
many other single-purpose developments have been investigated but due to lack 
of unified support or adverse benefit-cost ratios, none have been constructed. 

During 1950 the Bureau of Reclamation, region 4, initiated investigations of 
everal plans for rr ickee and Carson River development, the results of which 


were presented in the Washoe project reconnaissance report dated February 1951. 
Fro a these studi s refle ting present day } igh construction costs, it became 
evider that only a joint Truckee and Carson River development largely for 


IWTIZalion, flood control, and powe rwo ild be economically juStifi a. 
The investigation of what is now termed the ‘‘Washoe project” is being con- 


lucted in cooperation with the local water users, the Corps of Army Engineers, 


and other local, State, and Federal organizations. The Bureau recognizes that 
continued growth of the area near these streams is dependent to a large degree on 
additional control and use of available water supplies. This is true not only of 
the farming areas and cities but also of the outstanding recreational sites such as 
Lake Tahoe All of the waters of the two rivers, except floodwaters, are now 
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appropriated and controlled e uneontrolled floodwaters become more and 
more damaging as t a cle pp l 1 Lit re Decome more LLUAaADIE 
for future use lr iber 1950 rampagi lr ee and Carson Rivers 
eaused millions of BS imag I Reno a e the image exceeded 
$2 million 

The objective of the surea nvestigation is to d elop the best mul iple - 
purpose plan for conserving tl loodwaters for irrigation, municipal, power, 
recreational, and other purposes and at the sa time to prevent flood damages 
along the river channels and at Lake Tahoe In the « irse of the investigatior F 
the Corps of Engineers has been frequently consulted, data and survey information 
exchanged, and duplication of effo avoided Flood damages, flood-control 
benefits, and flood-control featur leveloped | | s are being incorporated 
in the plans of the Bureau 

The Bureau of Reela I DY ! cre p f r 
projec de\ op! i I i pia i Clg ¢ a 
sidered Che re ‘ Bureau lies are 
project status 1 rt scheduled for ¢ pletion in Octo 
show the r ive irrigation be f flood ¢ I iff 
and the ove 1 benef COs ra x by “ ur I 

Plan 1 would inelude the construetion of lat and 
along with ft m oft 1O oe els, pip 
drainage we Two. rs and two power plant 
River vst namely Pross and Stamped R 
Stampede power DIA t Twe reseryv ol and three pow r plant would be l eated 
on the upstream reaches of the Carson River rhese would be the Watasheamu 
Reservoir and power plant on the East Fork and Hope Vallev Reservoir and 
W oodfords and Paynesville power plants on the Ws Fork Another dam and 
reservoir would be construeted in Washoe Valley and the top 1.1 feet of water 
stored now in Lake Tahoe transferred to it through a tunnel approximately 4 miles 
long The tunnel would be nearly level and the inlet designed so that the lake 
could not be drawn down below the sent rim elevation of 6,223 Water 
flowing through this tunnel and the 1,15 tt drop into Washoe Vallev w ib 
used to generate power at the Franktown power plant te teleases from 


Washoe Reservoir would be routed b a short tunne and a eanal to the Carson 





fiver near Empire where the Eur int would be constructed Initia 
studies of this pian indicate that le opti im contre 

fleods on both the Truckee and C reaue tlre lati ot oO 
water levels to betwee 6,223 provide ate-seaso! ipplementa ate 





to about 30,000 aeres of land anda full supply to 20.000 acres of new land. generate 
approximately 325 million kilowatt 
vide drains i ‘ 
and wildlife opportunities in the area. In cooperation with the Corps of Army 
Engineers, improvements would be made ! : 
from the Truckee Meadows Under this plan the roek reef near the outlet of 
Reno Valley would be removed. 

Plan 2 is the same as plan | except that the top 1.1 feet of storage capacity in 


Lake 


iours of hydro leetric energy annuall pro- 


for about 40,000 aeres of land, and improve recre: 











hoe would be transferred to a larger Prosser Reservoir instead of to 


Washoe Valley. This plat would have less s race and consequent! fewer 
irrigation and power benefits. No new lands could be irrigated but the same 
supplemental water and drainage benefits would result. Sinee the Washoe Lal 

development would be eliminated the Franktown and Eureka power plants would 
also be eliminated With an enlarged Prosser Reservoir a Prosser power plant 
would be constructed Power generation would be about 260 million kilowatt- 
hours annuallv. Flood control benefits would be about the same as under } Rs 





Plan 3 is the plan prope sed DY the Truckee-( rson Water | sers’ Clomn 
It consists of 3 dams and reservoirs and 4 power plants with no additional features, 
Two dams and reservoirs would be built on the Truckee River at the Prosser 
and Stampede sites and would be used for flood control, water conservation, and 
power production. Power plants would be located below Prosser Dam at Floriston 
and at Hirschdale, and a new high-head plant would be located near Verdi 
One dam would be built on the Carson River at the \ atasheamu site al d would 
be used for irrigation and flood control. Some supplemental water for irrigation 
and about. 145 million kilowatt-hours of power a1 
tion of this plan. 

When the status report is completed all interested parties will have an oppor- 
tunity to review and comment on the various plans A decision will then be 


made as to which plan or portion thereof should be supported. Investigation 
} } ] 





would result from adopt- 





1 1 


of the selected plan will then be completed and a feasibility report will be prepared. 
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Senator MaLonr. Can you state approximately what amount of 
power would be deve lope d at these sites? 

Mr. Hunr. Going back to the Stampede power plant, we would 
have 4,500 kilowatts of installed capacity. 

Senator Matoner. That is in both the Mystic and Stampede power 
plants? 

Mr. Hunt. One, the Stampede. The Mystic would be larger, and 
would have 11,500 kilowatts of installed capacity. In the plants below 
the Hope Valley site there would be 5,000 and 6,000 kilowatts, respec- 
tively. 

Senator Martone. A total of 11,000? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. Have you the load factor? 

Mr. Hunv. It is about a 65-percent overall load facter. We did not 
break down the kilowatt-hours. 

Senator Martone. Will you make the number of kilowatt-hours 
available for the record? 

Mr. Huni. At the Watasheamu plant it would be 7,000 kilowatts. 
Now, we have another reservoir site in Washoe Valley, where we would 
divert water from Lake Tahoe including the transfer of the top 1.1 feet, 
by a tunnel approximately 4 miles long, and drop that water 1,150 fee t 
down into Washoe Lake, and that plant would have a 15,000 kilowatt 

capacity. From that reservoir water would be ivanaa directly, by a 
tunnel and canal, into the Carson River, and in so doing it would drop 
through another power plant, with a capacity of approximately 7,000 
kilowatts. 

Senator Matonr. Now would you give us the load factor and the 
number of kilowatt-hours? 

Mr. Hunt. The total for the plan would amount to 323 million 
kilowatt-hours annually, of which 202 million would be firm energy, 
and the remainder would be of a secondary nature. Now, this plan 
also would furnish supplemental water to about 30,000 acres of land 
in the Carson River area presently irrigated, clear down to Lahonton 
Reservoir, and, in addition to that, would irrigate 20,000 acres of new 
land. 

Senator Martone. The Washoe Lake plan would allow upstream 
water in the Carson River to be used there, that now runs down into 
Lahonton Reservoir? In other words, it would furnish water to 
Lahonton Reservoir in lieu of upstream Carson River water? 

Mr. Hunt. That is true. Most of the floodwater or surplus water 
is in the Truckee River, and for that reason we deem it advisable to 
transfer water from the Truckee into the Carson, where the need for 
supplemental water exists. 

Senator Matone. You mean there is surplus water in the Truckee 
River, that couldn’t be used in that watershed? 

Mr. Hunt. Floodwater, yes. Some of it can be used, and we antici- 
pate some of it will. There is e nough in the system for 20,000 acres of 
new land, most of it on the Carson system; they are floodwaters that 
can’t now be controlled by existing facilities. Under plan 1, Prosser 
Reservoir will be used only to control the flow and store floodwater 
there for future use. 

Senator Matone. Would the Prosser Reservoir be larger than the 
one the Corps of Army Engineers recommend? 

Mr. Hunt. No; smaller, 40,000, instead of 135,000 acre-feet. 
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Senator MaLonr. What size dam? 

Mr. Hunt. I think 150 feet. 

Senator Matone. What is the comparison of costs? 

Mr. Hunt. Ours would cost much less. In addition, we anticipate 
the removal of the reefs from the Truckee River, in the Vista area, 
in conjunction with the Army engineers, and draining about 12,000 
acres in that area. At the same time, in the Carson Valley there is 
an area to be drained. Through this drainage we would save water 
and actually make some new water available. I believe that covers 
our plan 1. By it we would be able to control floods on the Carson 
and Truckee Rivers, and high water in Lake Tahoe. 

Senator Matone. Could you submit, as an exhibit, a map showing 
plan 1 and showing the estimated cost? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. One thing I didn’t read, in my statement, is that 
we are preparing to furnish a report which will discuss these plans in 
detail, and which will be completed by the end of October. 

Senator Matone. Could you present the map now, as an exhibit, 
and at the end of the 60 days send the report to the committee? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Matone. Rather than consider your written statement as 
an exhibit. The map and the estimate of cost will be considered as 
exhibits. 

Mr. Hunt. It must be recognized that these estimates are recon- 
naissance-type estimates, and have not been reviewed by our office 
in Denver. Now, I would like to explain plans 2 and 3, and then, 
very briefly, compare them. Plan 2 is very much like plan 1, except 
that we would reduce the total power production to 44,000 kilowatts. 
We would also, under that plan, reduce the irrigation and power 
benefits I have mentioned, in that we would net have water for new 
lands; we would be able to furnish supplemental water to all the 
existing lands. We would also be able to afford about the same 
degree of flood contrel. Our power production would be reduced to 
approximately 259 million kilowatt-hours annually, of which about 
175 million would be firm energy. Other features would be the same 
as plan 1, including removal of the reefs. I think that covers the 
major divisions in plan 2 as against plan 1. In other words, we have 
changed from Washoe Lake to Prosser, and, in doing so, have 
eliminated some of the power and the new lands. 

Senator MaLonz. You are going to present a map of plan 2, together 
with a cost estimate you will later arrive at? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. 

Senator Martone. They will be marked as exhibits when received. 

Mr. Hunt. As we were working on our investigations, we found 
that the Truckee-Carson water users’ committee had developed 
plan of development for the Truckee and Carson Rivers. We have 
been asked to finish the work started, as they do not have the facilities 
available. We were quite willing to accept this responsibility, in 
order to get a fair comparison of our plans. The same cost criteria 
is used for each plan. The plan of the water users included Prosser 
Reservoir, as in the Army engineers’ report, Stampede at 150,000 
acre-feet, which is 25,000 acre-feet larger than the one we had in 
plans 1 and 2 2. and a smaller one, of 45,000 acre-feet, at the Wata- 
sheamu site. The powerplants consisted of one that does not show on 
that map, and that is one down at Verdi. This powerplant would 
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have a high head, and about 19,500 kilowatts of installed capacity. 
Mr. Devore may find minor changes in this plan. In addition to 
that, there would be three more powerplants, Prosser, Hirschdale and 
Floriston, along the river. These plants would have, respectively, 
12,500 kilowatts, 1,250 kilowatts, and 3,000 kilowatts. Under this 
plan we would have 36,250 kilowatts of installed capacity. 

Senator Matonn. And how many kilowatt-hours would you have? 

Mr. Hunt. By that plan we would be able to develop 145 million 
kilowatt-hours annually. Now, these kilowatt-hours are slighty 
different from those of the ether plants, in _ the average plant 
factor for plan 3 would be about 46 percent, against the much higher 
65 percent for plans 1 and 2. The plan ee anticipate the transfer 
of about 25,000 acre-feet of Rinetiaee River water to the Carson River 
Valley; it does not include any drainage in the Carson Valley. It 
does include the reef removal, improvement of the water supply, and 
will have approximately the same degree of flood control accomplished 
by the other plan. Incidentally, in all three of these plans we have 
approximately the same flood-control benefits. 

Senator M \LONE. You have not yet arrived at cost estimates on 
any of the plans? 

Mr. Hunv. I have preliminary estimates for all three of the plans. 

Senator Matone. Will you state the estimates, for the benefit of 
the record? 

Mr. Hunr. For plan 1 the cost, as Mr. McPhail has previously 
stated, would be, roughly, $100 million, or $97,500,000. For plan 2 
it would be about $71 million, and for plan 3 about $51 million. 

Senator Matone. How would these costs be repaid? 

Mr. Hunvr. Well, they would be repaid by three major ways, by 
irrigation, by power, and by flood control. The flood control would 
not be reimbursable. The power allocation would be paid back in 
50 years, at 3 percent interest. The irrigation would be paid back 
in 40 vears, without interest, and would have to be somewhat sub- 
sidized by the power. 

Senator Matons. In your plan you pay the cost of purely flood 
control? 

Mr. Hunr. That would be nonreimbursable. In any one dam, the 
cost of that dam and the facilities around it would be divided between 
power, irrigation, and flood control, and in that way each is allocated 
its share of the cost according to its use of the facilities. 

Senator Matonr. Do you have any other factors that enter into the 
repayment? 

Mr. Hu nr. Well, we have the Fish and Wildlife and National Park 
Services, by which some costs may be written off under existing laws. 
We haven’t completely evaluated those yet, but, compared to others, 
they will not be of major nature. I might add that the benefits-cost 
ratio indicates that all three of these plans are on the = side. 
Plan 1 shows approximately 1.8 to 1, plan 2 shows about 1.7 to 1, and 
plan 3 about 1.6 to 1. So the cost of the power produc sie and the 
other ratios go up rather uniformly for each plan. The bigger the 
plan the more benefits, more power, and more irrigation is developed. 
Now, that covers the three plans I have in mind, generally. 

Senator Matonr. On the third plan, you will submit the same 
exhibits? 


Mr. Hunv. Yes. 








; 
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Senator Matonre. The map and the cost estimate will be retained 
as exhibits. 


Mr. Hunt. We are interested very much, of course, in getting this 


out. The main reason we have tried to deve lop these three pl: ins 1s 
to give the people an opportunity to evaluate the plans, and give 
ourselves an opportunity to evaluate them. And I believe we can 


present that in October sometime, and determine at that time which 
plan or combination of plans, will best promote the development of 
this are: 

Senator Matone. These plans, I understand, will be ready for in- 
spection sometime in October? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. About the middle of October? 

Mr. Hunr. I can’t say exactly. I will have them cleared from my 
office by then, but we will have to have them reviewed before they 
can be issued. , 

Senator Martone. Are there any questions anyone would like to ask 
Mr. Hunt? 

Mr. Wiut M. Butss. Mr. Hunt, what is the capacity of that tunnel 
from Lake Tahoe to Washoe Valley? 

Mr. Hunr. The capac ity would be 500 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Burss. And that would transfer how many acre-feet per day? 

Mr. Hunvr. 1,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Burss. Would it influence the lake level to that extent per day? 

Mr. Hunr. It would be a very minor amount per day. 

Mr. Buss. So far as decreasing the lake level is concerned, it 
wouldn’t amount to very much? 

Mr. Huntr. No; we would have to operate that over a period of 
time, the same as the Army engineers would operate theirs. Their 
tunnel would be the same size as this tunnel we have. But with our 
larger reservoir capacity we could probably divert more over a period 
of time. 

Mr. Buss. Now, what is going to happen if you have a very heavy 
winter like we had this year and you get rains on top of a heavy 
snowfall, and you do not hs ave the wide margin of capacity in Lake 
Tahoe that we had this year’ 

Mr. Hunt. We would start evacuating the lake, say, about now, so 
we could take it down, and then if the snowfall wasn’t heavy we 
would stop. 

Mr. Buiss. Suppose there was a very heavy snowfall and then late 
rains in the spring and summer? 

Mr. Hunt. We would pull the lake down in the fall and during the 
winter. 

Mr. Buss. Would you do that every year? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes; and then when the snow came we could tell when 
to stop. 

Mr. Buss. What I am talking about is rain in the late spring and 
early summer. Now, you can’t prepare for that, and the lake is 
normally higher at that time. 

Mr. Hunt. The lake would not be higher at that time. We can 
control normal floods. In fact, we have a flood-control formula, and 
we figure it so it is taken care of. 

Mr. Buss. Do you conte mplate keeping the lake lower in the spring 
than the present level? 
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Mr. Ht NT. Yes; we do. 

Mr. Buss. About how much? 

Mr. Hun. We would try to pull it down in the winter and keep it 
down, because we would not have to have storage in it for 2 years, 
we would have that set aside in another place. And, incidentally, 
Washoe Lake would have 350,000 acre-feet of capacity, rather than 
135,000. 

Senator Matoner. Are there any other questions to be asked Mr. 
Hunt? 

Mr. GrorGe Devore (engineer of Sierra Pacific Power Co., also 
chairman of the Water Users’ Committee of the Truckee Meadows). 
May we have a copy of your written statement, Mr. Hunt? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes. 

Mr. Devore. There are a few questions I would like to ask. 

Mr. Hunt, in your plan 3 you did not mention about irrigation in 
Carson Valley from the Watasheamu Reservoir. Was that ‘included 
in the plan? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes. LTamsorry. Under plan 3 there would be 25,000 
acre-feet of water for supplemental use, annually. 

Mr. Devore. Each and every year? 

Mr. Hunv. No; not in very bad years. 

Mr. Devorn. Was that based on a prime right to storage in the 
reservoir, or on existing rights under the decree? 

Mr. Hunv. On prime water supply. I might add that the water 
users’ committee furnished us with a copy of the water supply par- 
tially worked out, and we merely continued that. 

Mr. Devore. In determining the benefits, what value did you place 
on the irrigation water? I would like to have the value per acre-foot, 
if you have it. 

Mr. Hunt. Mr. Maughan is more familiar with that. 

Mr. Mauaeuan. We figured that would have to pay 90 cents pet 
acre-foot for that water. That is all they could afford. Now, re- 
garding the irrigation benefits, they are somewhere around eight times 
that much. I am sorry we do not have the figures with us, but we 
can get them for vou. 

Mr. Devore. That is fine. On the power, I presume you used the 
same benefit value in each plan for power, under the same conditions? 

Mr. Hunr. They would have to be figured differently, but the same 
criteria would be used, both as to cost and production. 

Mr. Devore. Does your statement show the value in kilowatts? 

Mr. Hunt. No; but our further statement will show that. 

Mr. Devore. At this time have you the benefit figures for powe! 
under plan 3? 

Mr. Hunt. No; we haven’t. 

Mr. Devore. Another figure you did not mention in plan 3—and 
you will note I am asking questions mostly on plan 3, be cause it prac- 
tically parallels the water users’ plan—is the amount of water made 
available to the Washoe County Water Conservation District in 
excess of the present supply. 

Mr. Hunt. I am sorry; I can’t answer as to that. 

Senator MaLonre. You will please make that data available to Mr. 
Devore. 

Mr. Devore. In the committee’s plan they had intended to add in 
there drainage in the lower Truckee Meadows. I think that is 
included in both of your other plans. 
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Mr. Hunv. That is correct. 

Mr. Devore. That should have been added to plan No. 3. 

Mr. Hunt. We would be willing to add that in our report. Some 
months ago I asked the water users to furnish me with what they 
wanted in that plan; I had it approximately from newspaper and other 
reports, but did not have a statement from them. We will be glad 
to make that correction. 

Mr. Devore. What would be the length of time required for the 
construction of each project, in years? 

Mr. Hunr. There are several criteria to be considered in that. 
One is the amount of money available each year. Offhand, on plans 
1 and 2—there would be no material difference in the time on them— 
I would say between 5 and 10 years. Plan 3 would re quire less time, 
because of the lesser number of features, but not less than 3 or 4 years 

Senator Matone. We will now be in recess until 7:30 p. m. 


AFTER RECESS 


Senator Matone. The meeting will come to order. We will now 
hear from the California Division of Fish and Game, as they wish to 
return to California. You will please identify yourself, for the record, 
Mr. Pollitt. 

Mr. Auutan F. Pouuirr. My name is Allen F. Pollitt. I am the 
assistant supervisor of fish hatcheries for the department of fish and 
game. We have a written statement which we would like to get in 
the record. This statement, however, was prepared on the basis of 
covering mainly the Truckee River. In principle, we would like to 
have, as a matter of record, this statement apply to all of the projects, 
which include the Truckee River, the Carson River and the Walker 


River. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN F. Po.uuitt, ASSISTANT SUPERVISOR OF Fish HATCHERIES, 
CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT 


In order to protect, maintain, and improve the valuable fishery, wildlife, and 
recreational resources of the Truckee River drainage it is imperative that the 
sponsors of proposed flood control, impoundment, diversion, and hydroelectric 
projects recognize that such projects can seriously jeopardize the continuance of 
these resources. The destruction of these resources in part or in their entirety is 
of vital concern to not only the citizenry within the drainage, but also to the people 
of the entire State of California. 

It is impossible to make detailed recommendations for the protection and 
maintenance of the wildlife and fisheries resources at this time, because of the 
preliminary status of water-control and utilization plans for the basin. However, 
it is clear, even at this time, that the general plan would seriously impair existing 
fishery habitats within the basin, unless steps are taken to prevent such impair- 
ment during the planning stages of the basin’s development. 

Among the steps which will be necessary during the planning stages will be the 
establishment of adequate minimum flows in the Truckee River from Lake Tahoe 
to the State-line and in any other streams involved in the project. To reduce 
losses, it may be necessary to screen diversions, and where diversion dams impede 
the natural migrations of fish, suitable fishways would have to be provided. Pro- 
visions should be made for the discharge of water from reservoirs at levels which 
will insure satisfactory water temperatures for the desired type of downstream 
fish populations, and releases of water from the impoundments should be made on 
gradual schedules, to prevent sudden changes in stream flows. 

In conclusion, it is reeommended that the sponsors of any water-development 
program in the Truckee Basin be requested to consult with the California Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game during the planning stages, so that measures and recom- 
mendations for the protection of the fishery, wildlife, and recreational resources 
can be adequately formulated. 
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Senator Matonr. Do you have any further statement to make at 
this time, Mr. Pollitt? 

Mr. Pouturrr. I don’t have anything further. However, I would 
like at this time to give Mr. Fraser an opportunity to make any 
statement he so desires. 

Senate Martone. | might ask you, prior to his statement, what are 
the benefits from fish resources of the Truckee, Carson, and Walker 
Rivers? I mean, what do they mean to the State in dollars and cents. 

In your own words, can you put a figure of how much monetary 
value you get out of that recreation? You do have certain monetary 
returns through licenses, ete. 

Mr. Potirrr. The monetary values of fish are so far-reaching that 
it would be impossible to put a figure on it, because you could tie in a 
good many things to that end, and so far as a dollars-and-cents 
evaluation is concerned, it would be pretty difficult to do. 

Senator MaLone. I just asked you because you have had exper- 
ience. Naturally, it would be the licenses and the purchases that the 
fishery men make in their recreation that has a monetary value. 

Mr. Pouurrr. The licenses do have a definite value to us. So far 
as the immediate value to the community is concerned, of fishing, and 
all types of harvest of wildlife and recreation, it rests within the indi- 
vidual as to what he figures it is worth to him. 

Senator Matone. Thank you, Mr. Pollitt. We will call Mr. 
Fraser. Mr. Fraser, what do you consider an adequate flow from 
Lake Tahoe for the fish life? 

Mr. J. C. Fraser (district fisheries biologist, Department of Fish 
and Game of the State of California). Until such time as we know the 
program, I would hesitate to state just exactly what the adequate 
flow should be. We have mere or less a preliminary basis set, and 
figure that could possibly be a minimum flow. However, since the 
information coming to us regarding this project is so meager, we are 
not in a position to say that that would be adequate. 

Senator Manone. In your statement you say you would like an 
adequate flow from Lake Tahoe. What would you consider is ade- 
quate? 

Mr. Fraser. In portions right below Tahoe it is not adequate. 
Frankly, good fishing is there at times, but the stream has drained to 
a leakage of 8 second-feet. 

Senator Manone. You also state that you would like the flow 
regulated for temperature. How would you do that? What waters 
are you referring to? 

Mr. Fraser. On the Truckee, from Tahoe down. The release from 
the Prosser Dam should be at a level that would give us the adequate 
temperatures in spilling the warm water into the stream, also holding 
the stream to a minimum flow. These waters would be warmed up 
as they progressed down the stream, which would render portions of 
the stream unsuitable for trout. 

Senator Manone. Do you think, then, that the regulation of that 
river is more important to the fish than it is to the farmer and the 
stockman? Let me put it this way: I have watched the regulations 
for some time. At present there is 400 feet coming down below 
Boca Reservoir. You are taking your readings at Mystic; is that 
correct? 
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Mr. Fraser. No; we are taking them at Boca. There is better 
than 500 feet coming past there, about 520. What I am trying to 
bring out is that instead of drawing a complete 400 feet from Boca, 
if you could reduce your drawoff there to, say 350 feet, and bring the 
additional 50 feet down from Tahoe, then you would not only be 
preserving fish life, you would also be preserving that amount for the 
farmer, and the only difference is a few days. My division is trying 
50 get water resources this year. This is 1 very unusual year, but if 
we keep the reservoir going to the end of October, I will have enough 
water flowing out of there in order to keep my peimit. 

Senator Martone. At the cost of the upper reaches of the Truckee 
River. The natural spawning area that serves the river, to a great 
degree, is in the upper reaches. ‘That is the reason I asked you what 
you would consider an adequate flow. 

Mr. Fraser. A great deal more than there is at the present time. 

Senator MaLone. Say 100 percent more? 

Mr. Fraser. | would not like to give a figure until such time as 
further study is made. I would appreciate that additional water, 
that’s for sure. 

Senator Matonr. Could you submit a supplemental statement that 
might give us a minimum estimate of the amount necessary to be 
maintained in the stream? 

Mr. Fraser. I believe that could be prepared. 

Senator Matone. The reason we would like to get as much expert 
testimony in the record as possible is that | do know that the water 
users would like to cooperate as much as they can, and if they know 
your requirements they will make every attempt to meet them. If 
you will study and submit any information you can, it would be 
valuable, at least. Any information you can furnish us would be 
helpful. Does anyone wish to ask Mr. Fraser any further questions? 

Mr. Frep Dresster (of Carson Valley Water Users’ Association). 
Natural spawning grounds were mentioned. What percentage of 
natural spawning do you depend on for fish rehabilitation, as against 
planting? 

Mr. Fraser. My job is promoting fish hatcheries and providing fish 
for artificial stocking of streams. It is very evident to me that 
natural reproduction is more important than artificial production 

Mr. Dresster. I uaderstand that a great many of the fish are 
planted. 1 have understood that you can rehabilitate on an artificial 
basis 99 percent or over 100 percent of spawning, by planting them. 
My contention there is that you are asking a certain thing to be done 
in regard to releasing water, and | think you are asking for too much 
value in water to be released for a very minor consideration, as far as 
fish life is concerned. 

Mr. Fraser. May I qualify my statements by stating that we are 
not asking for release of water that would jeopardize your project. 
But I believe the fisheries potential is very valuable, and that con- 
sideration should be given to it as a very valuable aspect. The draw- 
down of the water that I mentioned, when under present regulations, 
should not effect the amount of water that is delivered to the ultimate 
user. 

Mr. Dresser. I am not trying to criticize your idea. I think it is 
necessary to have fishing, but, after all, we must take these things in 
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the order of their importance. We are spending thousands of dollars 
to rehabilitate these streams. We haven’t got water to throw away. 

Mr. Fraser. With your permission, Senator, I would like to more 
fully answer this gentleman’s question. In order to give you an idea 
of the importance of natural reproduction to the total catch of fish 
in the State of California, [ cite a survey which was made in 1946 or 
1947, on a Statewide basis, through postcard wave and a field 
census, combined, which showed that approximately 18 million trout 
were caught in California, and the group opinion of all of the experts 
that we could draw upon indicated that at least 80 percent of that 
total catch was produced naturally, and not produced in any hatchery 
production. Influence from hatchery trout is not very great. I can 
prove that in part by stating that approximately 50 percent of the 
catch from the checking station down to the State line is brown trout, 
and we have not planted any brown trout for some 10 years. All of 
the brown trout that were produced in the catch come from natural 
reproduction. ‘To say that it is not a very important thing in the 
river would be leaving the picture somewhat unqualified. 

Senator MaLonr. Will you now proceed with your own statement? 

Mr. Fraser. I have very little to say, except that opposition here 
is primarily to the importance of considering the trout population and 
the recreational value concerned. All too often these projects go 
along to the point of almost conclusion with little consideration for 
protective measures for proper protection of wildlife resources value, 
and when they do come to the point of near conclusion it is difficult 
to adequately protect these resources involved, and we ask to be given 
opportunity to discuss their plans and how we can work any protection 
of wildlife resources. We are not in a position at the present time to 
give specific figures on flow, releases, and placement of fish drains, and 
like measures, because we are not thoroughly familiar with the detailed 
plans of the responsible services. For instance, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation pointed out three different plans. For us to go into each of 
these plans would involve considerable work, and we have not yet had 
the opportunity to sit down at a table and discuss the various problems 
involved. I would like to say one more thing, and that is that any 
recommendations that have been made by the California Fish and 
Game Department should not be considered binding in any way at 
the present time, for two reasons: first, we haven't had ample oppor- 
tunity to study these plans, and, secondly, any recommendations we 
make may not properly t take « care of the interests of the Nevada 
people. In other words, any release which we might feel to be satis- 
factory in California might not necessarily take care of the Nevada 
interests, and definitely, I feel that they should have a hand in the 
arbitration and discussion. 

Senator Matone. I think, Mr. Fraser, that there has never been 
any disposition on the part of water users to destroy the fisheries. 
Naturally, they may be thoughtless. However, after long experience 
on the streams in Nevada, I have always found that if it is drawn to 
their attention they will provide any facilities that it is possible for 
the protection of the fish life, and I feel, too, that in the case of your 
Department and the Ne vada Fish and Game Commission there will 
be no question about that. Now, Mr. Fraser, in the event that your 
Department were supplied with a definite report by either the Army 
engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation, as to the plans they have in 





i 
' 
j 
i 





WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 63 


mind, specifically referring to the flow of water and the location of 
these different dams, at that time, in connection with the Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission, do you think you would be able to formulate 
conclusions and recommendations as to the effect on fish life? 

Mr. Fraser. Yes, I believe we can adequately take care of that. 
To do that properly, we should get together and work it out with the 
sponsors of the plans, during the planning stages. In other words, 
let’s get the views of the California and Nevada Departments in be fore 
the plans get too far advanced. Does that answer your question? 

Senator Manone. Yes. All of the information will be available to 
you, and you will know the rate of progress. 

Mr. F. R. Breen. Mr. Fraser, | understand that, especially since 
the war, there has been a tremendous increase in the sale of licenses 
in the State of California. Is it possible to supply us with figures 
showing that increase? 

Mr. Fraser. I would prefer not to supply them verbally, because 
I might enter into error. I would like to have the opportunity to 
supply those in writing. May I, Senator? 

Senator Martone. Yes. If there is nothing more to be asked Mr, 
Fraser, is the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee ready to 
proceed? 

Mr. FRED SerreLMEYER. My statement will be very brief. | 
merely want to say that the work that our committee has done was 
guided by what effect any project will have on the man who carries 
the shovel and pays the bills, whose ground is still there when the 
“captain and the kings depart.’”” We feel that we don’t want any- 
thing to happen that will impair the value of the land, either for 
ourselves or those who will succeed us. We want to be very sure 
that this water is not spread too thin. We would rather have a little 
excess in 4 vears out of 25 than to be short 24 out of 25. The com- 
mittee has worked Jong, and if anyone thinks that this water deal 
isn’t intricate and complex, you should have sat in with us for a 
while. The particular information will be given by Mr. Devore, 
chairman of our committee. I would like to give you, for the record, 
the names of the men who have worked on the committee. 

Senator MALONE. You may give the names. 

Mr. SerretMeysEr. The representatives from the Truckee-Carson 
irrigation district are John Thornton, George Miller, John Hannafin, 
John Konda, Harry Richards, Phil Hiibel, manager, and Marvin 
Weishaupt; the Washoe area, Washoe County conservation district, 
was represented by Ernest Kleppe, Ed Peckham, Carl Stoddard, 
C. C. Taylor, John Robinson, Jim Peckham, and E. Capurro; the 
Carson Valley area was represented by John Dangberg, Clarence 
Henningsen, Brooks Park, Ed Godecke, Graham Sanford, Fred Dres- 
sler, Fred Settlemeyer; and the overall chairman has been George 
Devore. 

Senator MaLonr. Mr. Devore, don’t you want to continue your 
questioning of Mr. Hunt, of the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Grorce Devore. | have only one or two questions. 

Senator Martone. Mr. Hunt, would you take the witness chair 
again? 

Mr. Devore. I think Fred Settelmever should have made the 
statement that the report to be made will be a report on work in 
which all parties joined. 
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Senator MaLone. Can you make your report tomorrow? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Senator Matonr. You may complete your questioning now, if 
you will. 

Mr. Devore. Mr. Hunt, I have a question on your plans 1, 2, and 3. 
Had you storage in Hope Valley? 

Mr. Hunt. In plans 1 and 2, that is correct. 

Mr. Devore. Could you tell us how the water-right storage was 
provided for the years 1929 to 1935, inclusive, for storage in Hope 
Valley? 

Mr. Hunr. We operated Hope Valley Reservoir to provide a 
continuous outflow. The outflow from Hope Valley would be sup- 
plemented by releases from the East Fork storage at Watasheamu, 
to provide for the full irrigation demands for the water rights in the 
Carson Valley and down the river. All rights would be completely 
satisfied. 

Mr. Devore. But how does your study show the right to store 
water when Lahontan is short of its requirements? The Water 
Users’ Committee’s study during the years 1924 to 1935, inclusive, 
showed there was a shortage each year in the area under Lahontan, 
with the exception of the years 1925, 1927, 1928, and 1932, and these 
shortages were material, for the Lahontan area. So we do not see 
what right you had to store adversely upstream to Lahontan, and 
short their supply of water that they are entitled to. 

Mr. Hunt. We did not store adversely to Lahontan in any of our 
studies, to the effect that you may believe. We have invited you to 
inspect our study, but you have not. We do not short the existing 
projects any more than they would be under normal conditions. 

Mr. Devore. We did not look at your water study. We presumed 
you had considerable storage at Hope Valley. 

Mr. Hunr. In the dry years Hope Valley would be almost empty. 
The releases would come from hold over storage and minor regulation 
of spring flows. 

Mr. Devorr. Where do you get the water? 

Mr. Hunt. We are not adverse to Lahontan. The water comes 
from the integrated operaticn of e]l reservoirs. 

\[r. Devors. Do I understand you, then, what you megn is that 
you stored water in Hope Valley that belongs to Lahontan, and ran it 
out in the summer montks? 

Mr. Hunt. Replaced by storage from Washoe Lake, as far as Plan 
1 is concerned. 

Mr. Devorn. What comes from developmental storage in the pros- 
ser Reservoir? 

Mr. Hunr. There is more storage in Prosser in plan 2 thar in plan 1. 

Mr. Devore. | understand that an annual average supply for Verdi 
diversion in excess to the Prosser supply amounts to about 25,000 
acre-feet under plan 2. 

Mr. Hunt. That was under plan 3. In plan 2, it was about 40,000 
acre-feet. We have considerably more storage in plan 2 than you 
have in plan 3. 

Mr. Devore. Just a minute. In your plan 2 would you have a full 
reservoir at Prosser? 

Mr. Hunr. Plan 2 has a bigger reservoir at Prosser. 
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Mr. Devorsg. Then you would have the same storage capacity as 
provided in the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee’s plan? 

Mr. Hunt. We do on the Truckee, but we have more on the Carson, 
end we provide drainage for lands, in two places, with resultant water 
salvage. 

Mr. Devorz. What the Water Users’ Committee is concerned about 
is how you could get that extra water in Hope Valley and still supply 
the Lahontan x rights. 

Mr. Hun. Again I will explain that we have four reservoirs in 
plan 2 and thoouieh the exchange of water we are able to operate the 
Hope Valley Reservoir during all years. However, the Hope Valley 
power plants will not produce as much power in dry vears, and that Is 
the reason we have secondary energy. The figures we have given to 
the committee reflect the dry years. The basie — in our project 
operation studies is that we do not short Lahontiuu, or the Fallon area, 
any more than they would have been short urcet ; weal conditions. 
There are over 100 columns in our water supply studies, and they cover 
a long period of years. They stretch out quite a ways, and we don’t 
have them with us. I don’t believe that without them we could 
convince vou just how we arrived at the data we have given. 

Mr. Devore. We want to bring out in this hearing the fact that 
during the period of years from 1919 to 1948, inclusive. under the 
Water Users’ Committee’s study, there was a shortage under Lahontan 
Reservoir of 1,009,000 acre-feet. This shortage occurred during 
7 years out of the 30 referred to. What we can’t see is how you could 
store in Hope Valley, and at the same time run your power plant and 
take care of Carson Valley and the Lahontan area. Do you have the 
figures on the Derby flow? 

Mr. Hunr. No. We would have to go back in the water supply to 
check the exact amount. But I would like to state for the record, 
once again, that in our studies we did not short Lahontan. Our 
studies have shown that water can be regulated in new Truckee River 
storage facilities at Stampede and Prosser, and delivered to the Fallon 
area, in exchange for storing water in new reservoirs upstream on the 
Carson River. 

Mr. Devore. How about these 8 years out of 12 years, 1924-35, 
when the water was short under Lahontan, and the only water that 
you stored was water that you took from Lahontan? 

Mr. Hunv. I think I have answered your question, in a general way. 
If more detail is required, we extend our invitation to you, once again, 
to visit our office in Carson City, where we can go over our water- 
supply studies. 

Senator Martone. It is becoming increasingly evident that a con- 
siderable about of testimony must be subm itted to the committee 
following the hearing. It mav be that we will recess the hearing and 
leave it open for exhibits, and in this case you could agree, or if you 
do not, you can have footnotes on vour disagreements. I know that 
if you start with the same assumption, you are bound to come out 
with the same answer. 

Mr. Devore. I don’t want the committee to feel that I am ques- 
tioning the accuracy of the engineers working on these plans. 

Senator Martone. I think it would be well to have a conference, at 
least, for the purpose of the hearing. I think, at this point, that it is 
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pertinent to bring to the committee’s attention, in regard to this water 
spill at the Derby Dam location, that it has been 2,400,000 in 30 years, 
an average spill of 80,000 acre-feet. Mr. Devore, I would suggest that 
all of this material based upon assumption be discussed between the 
two of vou, and a statement submitted for the record later. We will 
recess the hearing, not adjourn it. 

Mr. Devore. In 1919, 1920, and 1921 there was no spill at Derby; 
all waters were impounded, except seepage. In 1922 there were 
165,000 acre-feet; in 1923, 54,000 acre-feet was spilled. In 1924, 
1925, 1926, and 1927 there was no spill at Derby. In the year 1928 
there was 58,000 acre-feet spilled at Derby. In the years 1929, 1930, 
1931, 1932, 1934, 1935, 1936, and 1937 there was no spill. In 1938 
there was 316,000 acre-feet. In 1939 there was no spill. In 1940, 
91,000 acre-feet. In 1941, 44,000. There was no spill in 1944 and 
1945. In 1946 there was 26,000 spilled. In the vears 1947 and 1948 
there was no spill. A tabulation was not taken in the last 2 vears. 
At Lahontan, there was spilled in 1919, 1920, and 1928, 54,000 acre- 
feet. There was no spill in 1924, 1925, 1926, 1927, 1928, 1929, 1930, 
1931, 1982, 1933, 1934, 1935, 1936, or 1937, but in 1938, after an 
intermission of 16 vears, there was a spill of 272,000 acre-feet. There 
was no spill in 1939, 1940, or 1941. But in 1942 there was a spill of 
38,000, and in 1943, 63,000 acre-feet. There was no spill in 1944 or 
1945. There was a spill in 1946, but no spill in 1947 or 1948. These 
figures are taken from studies of the water users’ committee. There 
are a number of other points that the water users’ committee would 
like to check with the Bureau of Reclamation, Mr. Hunt’s Corps. 
But we feel that it would be taking up the time of this committee 
without getting sufficient return and benefits, and if we are allowed to 
submit a statement at a later date, we will forego any further examina- 
tion at this time. 

Senator Matonsg. It will be understood that a statement may be 
submitted later. Also, that the hearing will be resumed tomorrow 
afternoon, and when we complete the testimony of the current set 
of witnesses, we will be recessed, instead of adjourned, subject to the 
call of the Public Works Committee. It that satisfactory? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Senator Matone. It is understood that any statement made by 
any witness may be corrected, deleted, or added to, for the sake of 
clarity. 

Mr. F. R. Breen (representing Nevada State Fish and Game 
Commission, and others). Mr. Hunt, under plans 2 and 3, who would 
control those power plants if they were constructed? 

Mr. Hunt. I believe the Bureau of Reclamation—the Federal 
Government would operate them. 

Mr. Breen. Under the plans, who would control the release of 
water from Tahoe and the reservoirs? 

Mr. Hunt. That would have to be worked out at a later date be- 
tween some contracting entity and the United States. This entity 
would have to include representatives from all of the water users now 
in the area, or any new group of water users that may be formed as 
a result of the Washoe project development, such as a conservancy 
district. At the present time Nevada does not have a conservancy 
district law. 
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Mr. Breen. At the present time is it correct to say that you have 
no provision made for the regulation of water from these various 
reservoirs. 

Mr. Hunr. No, that is not correct. ‘These reservoirs have to 
operate in accordance with the existing decrees, or acceptable modifi- 
cations thereof. 

Mr. Breen. Understand that my question is this: Under the plans, 
what is the provision for the regulation of the water, releasing of this 
water from Lake Tahoe and the reservoirs? Who is to regulate it? 

Mr. Hunr. Again I state that the details are not worked out. As 
soon as a definite plan of development is selected, more time will be 
spent on this phase of the investigations. 

Mr. Breen. Then, at the present time, you do not have a provision 
in there for the release of this water? 

Mr. Hunr. That is correct, in one sense. 

Mr. Breen. I have several additional questions. In connection 
with the flood-control aspects of these various plans, Mr. Hunt, what 
would be the effect on a flood such as we had in 1950, if this plan had 
been in effect? 

Mr. Hunr. If any one of these plans had been in effect, the flood of 
1950 would have been controlled. 

Mr. Breen. Can you tell us how it would be controlled? 

Mr. Hunt. I believe that during the 1950 flood the Prosser Creek 
flow was approximately 4,000 second-feet, and the flow at Reno was 
20,000 second-feet, and the flow of the Little Truckee about 5,000 
second-feet. If the flows of Prosser Creek and the Little Truckee 
River had been stopped by potential reservoirs, the resultant flow 
through Reno would have been approximately 11,000 second-feet, 
which is less than the zero damage channel capacity through Reno; 

Mr. Breen. It is true that the major flood control as provided in 
this program comes from Prosser, and the diversion controls that 
take off would have very little effect? 

Mr. Hunv. In plans 2 and 3, Prosser is the feature which makes 
it possible to transfer the top 1.1 feet of Lake Tahoe storage, and 
reduce flood damages at the lake; it is also a very important feature 
in reducing floods through Reno. 

Mr. Breen. The channel work would have very slight effect on 
flood control as the basis of this program, the flood from the water- 
shed, disregarding Lake Tahoe. If you include Tahoe in the estimate, 
you must have some way of getting that water out of Tahoe into 
another space. Isn’t it true that the primary purpose of that channel 
work is not flood control from Tahoe? 

Mr. Hunt. I think the Army will agree with me that the primary 
purpose was for flood control around Tahoe. 

Mr. Breen. You cannot control storage under your plan. I ask, 
isn’t the Prosser Reservoir merely a substitute for the reduced w ater 
at Tahoe? 

Mr. Hunt. Under plan 2, that is correct. The Army believes 
that there would be sufficient storage normally at that time of the 
year to have controlled the Prosser Creek flood. 

Mr. Breen. Under plan 1 you have very little storage in Prosser 
Reservoir. Under plan 2, it would be merely a substitute. 

Mr. Hunv. Basically, yes. 
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Mr. Breen. Have you considered, in the program, evaporation 
from the reservoirs? 

Mr. Hunt. We have. 

Mr. Breen. What are your conclusions? 

Mr. Hunt. The water lost through evaporation is significant. 

Mr. Breen. In other words, by completing these two additional 
reservoirs, you actually are increasing the amount of evaporation? 

Mr. Hunr. Which two? 

Mr. Breen. Stampede and Prosser. 

Mr. Hunv. Any reservoir will increase the evaporation. 

Mr. Breen. If these reservoirs were completely full, they would 
run between five and six thousand acre-feet a year. What would be 
the effect, Mr. Hunt, on the ability of whatever regulatory body was 
set up to control the release of water from Tahoe, if the lower level 
were put into effect? Let me put it this way: wouldn’t it be more 
difficult to control the water at Tahoe if the lower level were put into 
effect? 

Mr. Hunr. No. I think that, particularly under plan 1, Lake Tahoe 
would be easier to operate. With the tunnel, it would not be neces- 
sary to keep the lake at the maximum allowable level in order to 
provide water for irrigation, because water released from Lake 
Tahoe would be stored in a potential reservoir, and be available for 
use at any time. 

Mr. Breen. Are you referring to other storage? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes. 

Mr. Breen. What storage? 

Mr. Hunt. My reference is to Washoe Lake, and also Prosser. 

Mr. Breen. As to that particular part of your plan, won’t it be 
more difficult than under the present system? 

Mr. Hunr. It would be a little more difficult, under plan 2, yes. 

Senator Martone. Would you mind continuing your questioning 
tomorrow, Mr. Breen, so that we can now take the testimony of the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee? 

Mr. Breen. No, Senator. 

Senator Matone. All right, Mr. Devore. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE G. DEVORE, CHAIRMAN, TRUCKEE- 
CARSON WATER USERS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Devore. My name is George G. Devore. I am a water re- 
sources engineer, and for more than 25 years past have been familiar 
with and made water studies on the Truckee River and Lake Tahoe. 

Pursuant to notice of public hearing, dated August 13, 1952, signed 
by Senator Dennis Chavez, chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works, and in compliance with an invitation of Hon. George W. 
Malone, addressed to me under date of August 15, 1952, 1am appearing 
before this committee in my capacity as chairman of the Truckee- 
Carson Water Users Committee. Due to the short interval of time 
since receiving the notice of this hearing, it has been impossible to 
prepare a written statement and have it.approved by the committee 
which I represent; therefore, I respectfully request that the written 
statement that will be presented to your committee at an early date 
be inserted in the official records of this hearing. I will be pleased, at 
this time, to review the major points that will be contained in the 
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written statement, and I respectfully request that a written statement 
be inserted in the records. 

Senator Matone. It will be accepted as part of the record. 

Mr. Devore. This committee which I represent consists of 21 
representatives of the water users of the Carson Valley, Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District, Washoe County Water Conservation 
District, and Sierra Pacific Power Co. 

This committee was created in February 1950 for the purpose of 
improving the water conditions on the Truckee and Carson Rivers, so 
as to eliminate, as far as feasible, the deficiency in the present water 
supply, and to create such other benefits to the users as can be secured 
by the joint efforts of this committee. It has been agreed that in order 
to secure benefits for all the users of this committee, certain rights of 
all the users will have to be pooled in order to secure the desired benefits 
along the general procedure that was followed in the Truckee River 
agreement. For the benefit of the committee, | will submit at this 
time a copy of the Truckee River agreement. 

Senator Matonr. It will be accepted as an exhibit under the 
testimony of the chairman of the Truckee-Carson Water Users 
Committee, and become a part of the committee files. 

Mr. Devore. Without referring to the early historical events which 
led to the creation of the water rights on both the Truckee and Carson 
Rivers, attention is called to the condemnation suit of the United 
States versus Truckee River General Electric Co., in 1915, in which 
suit the Government acquired certain control and certain rights in 
Lake Tahoe for the benefit of the Newlands reclamation project, 
subject to certain uses decreed to the Truckee River General Electric 
Co., which, among other things, included the power rights of the 
waters of Tahoe when released, as provided in the decree. Attention 
is also called to the adjudication suit on the Truckee River which deter- 
mined the relative rights to the users of that stream. This suit was 
supplemented with the Truckee River agreement, wherein many of 
the water rights were pooled, including Tahoe waters, except for power, 
and which, together with the construction of Boca Reservoir and 
pondage, has become a major and important step in improving the 
water supply of the Truckee River, although the benefits secured 
thereunder were not sufficient to eliminate all the shortages that 
existed during dry cycles. 

A suit is now pending on the Carson River to adjudicate the water 
rights on that stream, and, without some supplemental development 
and agreement between the users on that stream, it is apparent that 
serious deficiencies will be faced after the decree is made final on that 
stream. The committee has been active in promoting a stipulation 
in this suit, and conditions appear favorable at this time. For the 
benefit of the committee, I present, for its information, a tentative 
finding of the master in the Carson River suit. 

Senator Matone. It will be accepted and filed. This is the Carson 
River decree? 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. It is the one that the committee 
has been trying to stipulate on, so that the findings will be agreeable 
to all. In order to have the record more complete, I will also present 
at this time, for the committee’s information, a copy of the Truckee 
River decree, which decree is supplemented by the Truckee River 
agreement and the 1915 decree. 
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Senator Matone. This court decree on the Truckee River is ac- 
cepted. 

Mr. Devore. I will state that this decree does not include the 
Truckee River agreement or the 1915 decree, but in the court’s findings 
it made that agreement and decree a part of it. 

The United States Army Engineers have made certain studies on 
Lake Tahoe, the Truckee River, and also on the Carson River. The 
report on the Truckee River covers flood control, irrigation, and power 
benefits, while the report on the Carson River includes flood control 
and irrigation benefits. The report on the Truckee River has been 
submitted to the local interests, but the Carson report has not as yet 
been submitted. 

The United States Bureau of Reclamation has also made studies on 
both the Truckee and Carson Rivers, covering benefits for flood con- 
trol, irrigation, and power purposes. At this date these reports have 
not been submitted to the interested parties, 


WATER DEFICIENCY 


rom past experience and water studies that have been compiled, 
it is apparent that a serious water shortage will occur on the Truckee 
River whenever a dry cycle is experienced that extends over a period 
longer than 2 vears, depending upon the degree of shortage in these 
vears. The only apparent cure for this condition on the Truckee 
River appears to be for the creation of more storage where reserve 
storage can be created in normal or better than normal years of 
runoff to supplement the years of subnormal runoff. 

On the Carson River a water shortage is experienced in the Carson 
Valley area during the latter part of each vear, with the exception 
of such vears as 1938 and 1952, when the runoff was far above normal. 

The Fallon area on the Carson River has a better water supply 
than the Carson Valley area, due to its Lahontan Reservoir, which 
as a good carryover storage under normal conditions, but with 2 
vears of severe shortage on both the Carson and Truckee Rivers, it 
also would be faced with a serious shortage at the end of the dry cycle. 


HIGH WATER DAMAGES AT LAKE TAHOE, AND OTHER BENEFITS 


Lake Tahoe is faced with a condition, according to the Army 
engineers’ report, where extensive damage results from high water in 
the lake area under certain water conditions. ‘This report also indi- 
cates that it is of great importance to this area, and large benefits 
will result, if the high-water level of the lake is reduced 1.1 feet, as 
proposed by the Army engineers. 

The Army engineers’ report also indicates that material benefits 
will result to fish, wildlife, and recreation in this area if their proposed 
development is made. 


COMMENTS ON ARMY ENGINEERS’ REPORT 


We note that there are certain misstatements in the report which 
were undoubtedly made inadvertently. In addition to these correc- 
tions, it appears that there are certain proposals that we believe should 
be clarified, which we will attempt to point out herein. 
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Paragraph 24, page 15: In the tabulation it lists Farad power plant 
with a hydraulic capacity of 475. Metered flows indicate that this 
capacity is at least 525 cubic feet per second. 

Paragraph 24, page 16: The report states that Donner and Inde- 
pendence Reservoirs are operated primarily for power. These 
reservoirs are privately owned storage, and are operated for domestic 
and irrigation purposes, as well as power. 

Paragraph 27, page 17: The Truckee River agreement does not 
provide a specific method of operation for Independence Reservoir, 
as it isttermed privately owned water in the Truckee River agreement. 

Paragraph 27, page 18: There is no water administrator in Cali- 
fornia. The three major parties regulate by agreement, under the 
terms of the Truckee River agreement and the 1915 decree, the drafts 
from the different reservoirs in California. The 1915 decree is not 
modified. 

Donner Lake is under the control of the Truckee-Carson irrigation 
district and the Sierra Pacifie Power Co., and not the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. alone. Waier is released from this reservoir by agreement 
between the two parties mentioned above, for power, irrigation, and 
domestic purposes. 

Paragraph 43, page 27: The report proposes to erect a weir on the 
upper side of the dam at the Lake Tahoe outlet, at an elevation of 
6,223.3. In view of the fact that the elevation of the rim of Lake 
Tahoe at the outlet is 6,223.0, we do not know why this extra three- 
tenths of a foot is added to the artificial rim. 

The weir proposed herein is most valuable in increasing the discharge 
from the lake when necessary to prevent high water. However, if the 
Lake Tahoe interests object, and the engineers do not install the weir 
and excavate the channel, then when the high-water level exceeds 
6,228.0, provision should be made for the withdrawal of the excess 
elevation. The discharge capacity under present conditions at eleva- 
tion 6,229.1 is about 2,100 cubic feet per second, and at elevation 
6,228.0 about 1,500 cubic feet per second. With the weir and channel 
excavation, the discharge at elevation 6,228.0 is calculated by the 
engineers at about 2,400 cubic feet per second. 

Paragraph 49, page 32: The report states that the Lake Tahoe 
operation would be to prevent the lake level from exceeding 6,228.00. 
It is impossible to prevent the lake level from exceeding any definite 
elevation by a slight amount, without sacrificing storage in the reser- 
voir, and provision should be made that discharges from the lake 
would be made to prevent the lake level exceeding 6,228.0 insofar as 
possible; that if it should exceed the stated elevation, then the excess 
would be withdrawn from the lake whenever the flow in the river at 
Reno was less than 12,000 cubic feet per second, or the flow in the 
river between Lake Tahoe and Truckee was less than 1,500 cubic feet 
per second, or such amount as would not create damage. 

Paragraphs 49, 50, 51, pages 32, 33, and 34: We suggest that in 
lieu of the proposed regulation of Lake Tahoe as provided in the report, 
Lake Tahoe be operated in order not to create high water conditions 
under the regulations now existing for such operation, in the Truckee 
River agreement under paragraph F, article II], page 6, and that this 
paragraph be modified by reducing the elevations therein as follows: 

Elevation 6,229.1 reduced to 6,228.0. 
Elevation 6,230 reduced to 6,229. 
Elevation 6,228 reduced to 6,227. 
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The said paragraph F to be subject to the condition that discharges 
from the Jake will be made to prevent the lake level from exceeding 
elevation 6,228.0, insofar as practicable, provided, however, that if 
the water surface elevation should exceed said elevation 6,228, then the 
excess water above said elevation would be withdrawn from the lake 
whenever the flow in the river at Reno was less than 12,000 cubic feet 
per second, and/or when the flow in the river between Lake Tahoe and 
Truckee was less than 1,500 cubic feet per second, or such amount as 
would not create material damage between Lake Tahoe and Truckee. 

The operation of Donner and Independence Reservoirs will not 
necessarily be coordinated with the operation of Tahoe, Boca, and 
Prosser Reservoirs in order to provide specified flows at Iceland, as 
these two reservoirs are privately owned stored water under the terms 
of the Truckee River agreement. Boca, Tahoe, and Prosser Reser- 
VOL's should be operated in accordance with the Truckee River 
agreement. 

Release of 50 cubic feet per se cond from Tahoe' would not be made 
for fish unless such release was used to maintain Floriston rates, as 
provided in the 1915 decree 

The 1915 decree provides that no releases should be made from 
Tahoe when the natural flow at Iceland equals or exceeds Floriston 
rates, hence the release of fish water under such condition would be 
contrary to the 1915 decree, and a waste of water as far as the water 
users are concerned. 

Paragraph 50, page 33: The water users could not agree to operate 
Lake Tahoe with a minimum elevation of 6,226.0, July 1 to September 
30, unless such operation is in accord with the 1915 Federal decree. 

The 175,000 acre-feet reserve storage capacity for floods between 
December 1 and March 31—1.42 feet—-would be an excessive amount 
in case that the following vear developed to be a vear of small runoff, 
and could create a water shortage, especially if an artificial rim is not 
constructed. This should be given further conside ag 

Releases of 2,400 cubic feet per second from Lake Tahoe would 
undoubtedly create damage along the river between Lake Tahoe and 
Truckee, and unless this reach is protected from such damage we do 
not believe such maximum discharge should be made. A discharge of 
1,000 to 1,200 cubic feet per second, plus the inflow along the stream, 
appears to be the maximum discharge that can be made at this time 
without creating damage. The maximum discharge at elevation 
6,228.0 is about 1,600 cubic feet per second, without a weir. 

Paragraph 51, page 34: Full releases from Prosser Reservoir, based 
on February 1 snow surveys, might prevent the reservoir from filling. 
We believe that a February 1 snow survey should be used only as an 
indicator, and not necessarily as the deciding factor, in determining 
when and how much water should be released. We believe that the 
rules set up for providing a maximum capacity of 100,000 acre-feet 
for flood control of Prosser Reservoir on February 1 might result in 
the reservoir not filling, if the precipitation during the balance of the 
season after February 1 was subnormal. If Prosser water is to be 
legally a part of Lake Tahoe water, as indicated in the report, then 
releases from Prosser should be made in accordance with the 1915 
decree and along the lines of the proposed releases from Lake Tahoe, 
as heretofore referred to. 
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Paragraph 52, page 35: Storage space of 20,000 acre-feet in Boca 
Reservoir for flood-control purposes, on December 1, is a reasonable 
requirement, and it would be a reasonable requirement to extend 
this period to April 1, provided that in the latter part of this period 
the snow surveys indicated that there was enough water supply in 
the snow to legally fill Boca Reservoir. However, in dry years when 
the February 1 and March 1 snow surveys indicated that there was 
not enough water available that could be stored in Boca, in the 
watershed, then a reserve space of 20,000 acre-feet to March 31 would 
be detrimental to the irrigation interests. 

The estimated runoff of the Little Truckee River, based on February 
1 snow surveys and assuming that the precipitation during the 
balance of the season will be normal, is too uncertain to justify empty- 
ing the reservoir, unless there is a large safety factor assuring the 
filling of Boca after making proper allowances of releases to meet 
prior rights down the river. This same statement might apply to a 
reservation of even 20,000 acre-feet capacity for flood control under 
certain conditions. 

Paragraph 53, page 35: Independence Lake and Donner Lake 
Reservoirs are privately owned reservoirs under the terms of the 
Truckee River agreement. There is no agreement that the waters 
of these two reservoirs will be used to maintain any specified flow in 
the Truckee River. There is an agreement between the Truckee- 
Carson trigation district, the Sierra Pacific Power Co., and the 
Donner Lake Co., in regard to the water stored in Donner Lake, 
which provides that certain amounts can be used for irrigation prior 
to September 1, and the balance of the storage can be withdrawn 
thereafter. 

There is no requirement that these reservoirs be operated as flood- 
control reservoirs, but, as a matter of fact, space is provided in each 
of the reservoirs during the period of December 1 to March 31 for 
such use, the amount depending upon water conditions as indicated 
by the snow surveys. 

Table 4, page 37: The total non-Federal first cost to be provided 
by the interested parties amounts to $862,000, as shown in the table. 
However, it is believed that it will be necessary to provide further 
protection for the Derby Dam, due to the fact that larger flows will 
be ineurred at Derby Dam due to cutting of the rim at Vista, which 
eliminates the regulating reservoir above said rim, and such cost 
might bring this non-Federal cost to at least $1 million. 

In regard to the non-Federal charge of $862,000, plus a possible 
additional charge for reconstruction at Derby Dam, it is believed that 
due to the fact that flood control takes the benefit created by such 
construction, the construction cost should be a Federal charge, if 
legally possible. It is apparent that the agricultural flooded area 
benefited cannot stand such a charge, and unless a large part of these 
non-Federal charges can be included in the Federal charges, or the 
plans modified, there appears to be no source that would be willing 
to meet such charges. Furthermore, the annual estimated O. and M. 
charges to take care of the levees, estimated at $28,000, would be a 
heavy burden on the farmers in this area. 

Paragraph 60, page 44: Table 7 on page 45 indicates an average 
annual benefit of $20,000 per year for irrigation, due to the Prosser 
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Reservoir. These benefits are based primarily on deficiencies during 
1931 and 1934. It is problematical whether such shortage will ever 
occur in the future. It appears, and will be confirmed by the studies, 
that in years of normal or better runoff, the Prosser Reservoir will not 
conserve as much water as the 174,000 acre-feet of the reduced capacity 
in Tahoe would conserve. However, in dry years the contrary would 
be the result, except in exceptionally dry years. The water users 
committee study of the water supply covering the years mentioned 
in table VII do not support the engineers’ figures, and it is suggested 
that these figures be rechecked. 

Paragraph 61, page 45: By decree and purchase, the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. bas the right to use Tahoe and Poca water for power 
purposes. If a part of Tahoe storage is transferred to Prosser, then 
the power company would have the right to use Prosser water for 
power purposes. It is requested that the report be modified so as to 
recognize such right. The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District also 
has the right to use Tahoe water for power purposes, and the transfer 
of Tahoe storage to Prosser should not interfere with such right. 

Paragraph 71, page 55: This paragraph provides a clause that 
irrigation interests and private power developed should reimburse 
the Government for regulation in Prosser Reservoir. The Army 
engineer’s plan requests the water users for permission to transfer a 
part of Lake Tahoe Reservoir to Prosser. Such transfer destroys 
the economics of any power development between Tahoe City and 
Truckee, and also eliminates the proposed development between 
Truckee and Hirschdale, all without making reimbursement for such 
rights. In addition to the above, the plan then proposes that the 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District and the power company reim- 
burse the Government for benefits accruing to their present plants, 
and that they also reimburse the Government for benefits to any 
future development which they are now or may in the future consider. 
The plan also provides that the irrigators pay for the regulation 
created at Prosser and benefits due to exchange of reservoirs. The 
benefits set forth in the report are either problematical or potential, 
and no consideration is given to the additional trouble, expense and 
liability created by their proposed plan of development. It appears 
to us that the water users should at most only be required to com- 
pensate for net increase in usable water, plus some reasonable charge 
for joint use of facilities for power generation, but no charge for regu- 
lating their own water transferred from Tahoe. 

Paragraph 72, page 56: There is no administrator appointed under 
the Truckee River agreement, for California. It is not the desire of 
the three major interests in Nevada that an administrator be ap- 
pointed in California at this time. They wish, however, to regulate 
the reservoir and stream flow through a committee represented by 
such interests, and would not agree to accept orders from the Secretary 
of War for flood control on all the bases set up in the report. 

It should be definitely stated that the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
District would be reimbursed for its expenditure in the operation and 
maintenance of the proposed Truckee River diversion dam, the 
diversion conduit to Prosser Creek, and Prosser Dam and Reservoir, 
and that the water users would not be liable for such costs. 

Paragraph 75, page 57: In view of the fact that the Army engineers 
take credit for the benefits resulting from the Tahoe artificial rim and 
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four dams in the Truckee Meadows (Derby Dam should be added), 
it appears that the cost of these structures should be charged, if legally 
possible, to the Federal, and not to the non-Federal interests. 

It is the opinion of our committee, based on water studies made by 
the committee, that the engineers’ plan provides full flood relief for 
the Lake Tahoe property owners, a partial flood relief for the Truckee 
River, but provides small relief for the deficiency in the irrigation 
water ’ supply for the irrigators of the Truckee River area and the 
Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. 

It is also the opinion of the committee that the reservoir proposed 
by the engineers on the Carson River will provide certain flood relief, 
but will provide only a small benefit for the een irrigation users, 
unless a more firm water right is provided for the Carson Reservoir. 

Furthermore, it is our opinion that a joint development of the 2 
rivers will provide a fuller and more economic development than can 
be secured by 2 separate developments. This joint development can 
be the means of firming the storage in the Carson Reservoir, and also 
the means of utilizing more of the runoff of both streams. 


TRUCKEE-CARSON WATER USERS COMMITTEE’S SUGGESTED PLAN OF 
DEVELOPMENT 


The development suggested by the committee includes, in general, 
the plan of development proposed by the Army engineers on the 
Truckee and Carson Rivers, subject to certain modifications as to the 
regulation of water in the different reservoirs, development of power 
at Prosser sel Hirschdale and Floriston, priming of the water 
supply for Carson Valley, together with minor changes, and _— 
mented with the deve lopment of a reservoir at Stampede Valley 
on the Little Truckee River, and a power plant connected therewith 
on the Truckee River above Verdi, and additional storage at Lahon- 
tan Reservoir. 

The general plan includes the following inprovements: 

1. Improvement of conditions at the outlet of Lake Tahoe, which 
will permit larger releases of water from Lake Tahoe when necessary 
in order to prevent the high-water level exceeding the maximum 
allowable lake level. 

2. Reduce the high-water level of Lake Tahoe from its present ele- 
vation of 6,229.1 to an elevation of 6,228.0, or a reduction in the stor- 
age capacity of approximately 135,000 acre-feet. 

3. It is suggested that an agreement be entered into between the 
Lake Tahoe and Nevada interests for the installation of a permanent 
pumping plant at the outlet of Lake Tahoe, to be used under certain 
conditions and restrictions during periods when a deficiency of water 
supply exists in the Truckee River after the proposed improvements 
are constructed, and also to be used when necessary in order to prevent 
the high-water level of the lake rising above the new proposed high- 
— level of 6,228.0. 

. The construction of a diversion dam about one-half mile west of 
ier Town of Truckee, and a 500 cubic feet per second capacity pipe- 
_ and tunnel from that point to the proposed Prosser Reservoir. 

The construction of a reservoir on Prosser Creek, with a capacity 
of 135,000 acre-feet, to replace the storage capacity in Lake Tahoe by 
the reduction of the high-water level in the amount of 1.1 feet. The 
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construction of the Prosser Creek Reservoir and the Truckee-Prosser 
flowline to be contingent upon its economics. 

6. In order to improve the benefits that can be secured in this 
development, it is proposed that all the water that the Sierra Pacific 
Power Co. is entitled to use for the generation of power is diverted 
into the Prosser flowline and carried to the Prosser Reservoir, and 
that the Sierra Pacific Power Co. be granted the right to construct 
a powerplant, or powerplants, below Prosser Reservoir, and utilize 
the waters flowing into the Prosser flowline, together with the waters 
released from Prosser Reservoir, x the generation of electric power, 
and that the Sierra Pacific Power Co. pay, as a benefit to the proposed 
project, a reasonable charge for the use of the facilities necessary in 
this proposed project. 

7. It is proposed that the Prosser Reservoir powerplant be devel- 
oped as a peak-load plant, and under such conditions it will be neces- 
sary to construct a regulating reservoir on the Truckee River, at 
Hirschdale, in order to regulate the flow of the Truckee River. Under 
this condition it is proposed that the Sierra Pacific Power Co. construct 
a powerplant about '% mile east of said regulator, and it is further 
proposed that the power company construct another powerplant at 
Floriston, utilizing the regulated flow and drop in the river between 
Hirschdale and Floriston. 

8. It is proposed to improve the channel of the Truckee River 
from Reno to Pyramid Lake, which includes the replacement of 
certain dams in this area, together with the construction of levees in 
the lower areas in the Truckee Meadows, and lowering of the rim 
of the Truckee River at Vist so as to give flood capacity to the 
channel of the Truckee River through this area, as well as to drain 
certain areas in the lower end of the Truckee Meadows. 

9. The proposed plan on the Carson River includes the construction 
of a dam at Watasheamu on the Carson River, with a capacity of 
45,000 acre-feet, which will provide flood control on the East Carson 
River, and also provide prime storage, in the minimum amount of 
20,000 acre-feet, for irrigation purposes, through an agreement with 
the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. 

10. It is proposed that a reservoir with a capacity of 150,000 acre- 
feet be constructed on the Little Truckee River at Stampede Valley, 
and that a tunnel be constructed to divert such water from the 
Stampede Reservoir to a point on the Truckee River below Fleish, and 
there construct a powerplant with a capacity of approximately 20,000 
kilowatts. 

11. It is also proposed to increase the storage capacity of Lahontan 
Reservoir by the installation of 6-foot radial gates in the spillway (20 
inches of flashboards now in use), for storage and flood-control 
purposes. 

12. In order to conserve nonirrigation season power water, and con- 
serve seepage and drainage water, and provide additional storage 
water for irrigation for the Trackee-Carson Irrigation District, it is 
proposed to construct supplemental reservoirs below Lahontan Reser- 
voir, with net storage capacities of 30,000 acre-feet. 


Concessions for committee deve lopme nt plan 
The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District (U. S. Government) 
Washoe County Water Conservation District, and the Sierra Pacific 
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Power Co. would agree to the reduction in the storage of Lake Tahoe, 
in an amount of approximately 135,000 acre-feet, which storage 
capacity would be replaced in Prosser Reservoir. 

2. The Lake Tahoe property owners would agree to improvements 
at and near the outlet of Lake Tahoe, in order to increase the possible 
discharge from Lake Tahoe during flood periods. 

3. The Lake Tahoe property owners would agree to the installation 
and operation of a permanent pumping plant located at the outlet of 
Lake Tahoe, to be used under certain conditions and restrictions. 

4. The Sierra Pacific Power Co and Truckee-Carson Irrigation Dis- 
trict would agree to the diversion of their storage water from Lake 
Tahoe and Donner Lake into the Prosser conduit, to be used for 
power purposes. 

5. The Washoe County Water Conservation District and Sierra 
Pacific Power Co. would agree to the transfer of Boca Reservior 
storage to Stampede Reservoir when and as it was necessary to con- 
serve the water for the benefit of the Stampede power plant operation 

6. The Sierra Pacific Power Co would agree to the diversior of its 
Independence storage water and natural flow ot the Little Truckee 
River through Stampede Reservoir and Stampede power plant, for 
the benefit of generating power at this power plant. 

7. The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District would grant the Carson 
Valley water users a right to store water adversely to Lahontan Reser- 
voir, to the extent necessary to impound, in a reservoir or reservoirs 
on the Carson River, a minimum of 20,000 acre-feet annually, for 
irrigation of Carson Valley lands, subject to certain restrictions when 
and if there was a shortage on the Lahontan project. 

8. The Truckee-Carson Irrigation District and Carson Valley 
water users would enter into an agreement as to the use of the waters 
of the Carson River. This agreement to be made a part of the Carson 
River final decree, which would be for the mutual benefit of each party 

9. In order to make the proposed development of Stampede Reser- 
voir economically feasible, it is proposed that the Sierra Pacific Power 
Co, Washoe County Water Conservation District, and the Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District pool their water rights on the Little Truckee 
River for the benefit of creating sufficient water, together with other 
floodwaters, to operate the Stampede power plant. 

10. It is further proposed that a contract be entered into with the 
Truckee, Carson Irrigation District and Sierra Pacific Power Co. for 
the sale o1 the entire output of the Stampede power plant for a period 
of 30 years, and it is further proposed that if such contract be not 
renewed at the end of the 30-vear period, that the irrigation district 
and power company be allowed to purchase, at a reasonable cost, all 
power generated by waters that are contributed by the irrigation 
district, conservation district, and the power company, it being under- 
stood that the power company has purchased from the conservation 
district the right to use waters stored and released from Boca Reser- 
voir, which are now proposed to be transferred to Stampede Reserv oir, 
subject to the same condition. 


Results of committee plan 
I. Provides same flood benefits to Tahoe area as engineers’ plan. 
ll. Provides more flood benefits to Rero and lower Truckee area, 
as it provides full control of the Little Truckee River as well as Prosser 
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Creek, and, according to the water study, reduced the maximum 
flow in the 1950 flood to approximately 10,000 cubic feet per second, 
or about one-half of the actual flow. 

Ill. The engineers’ plan provided about 5,000 acre-feet average 
annual increase supply for irrigation in the Truckee River, which is 
about 2 percent of the controlled flow and about 18,000 acre-feet (not 
prime) for Carson Valley, while the committee plan would provide 
about 50,000 acre-feet average annu: | increase supply for the Truckee, 
Fallon, and Carson Valley areas. 

[V. The committee plan provides for 34,000 kilowatts of net addi- 
tional power, and an average annual output of 135,000,000 kilowatt- 
hours, net, in the Truckee River system. 

Medification of decrees 

Before any proposed plan that has been agreed upon by all of the 
parties in interest can become a reality, as a prerequisite thereto, the 
1915 Federal decree, the Truckee River final decree, and the Truckee 
River egreement, of necessity, must be modified in two Federal courts, 
with the unapimous approval of the four major parties to said agree- 
ment. 

That concludes the statement, except that we reserve the right to 
edit it and to make certain additions after we teceive further 
information. 

Senator Martone. If there are any questions of Mr. Devore, we 
can have them tomorrow afternoon. The hearing is now recessed 
until 1:30 p. m. tomorrow. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SURCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CoNTROL, 
Rivers, AND HARBORS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 


Re no, Ne Y. 


Senator Martone. The meeting will come to order. We will con- 
tinue with the hearing of the Bureau of Reclamation witnesses. We 
will have Mr. Hunt again. Mr. Breen, you may continue your 
questioning. 

Mr. Breen. Mr. Hunt, from the aspects of flood control, with 
such a flood as we had here in Reno in 1950, if the Prosser and Stam- 
pede Reservoirs had been built and filled would you have been able 
to control the damaging part? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes; those reservoirs would have at least controlled 
the major part of the flood. 

Mr. Breen. You wouldn’t be able to control it all, as far as the 
city of Reno is concerned? 

Mr. Hunt. We would be able to control half of the water that came 
down to Reno, approximately 10,000 second-feet. 

Mr. Breen. That is if those reservoirs had been empty? 

Mr. Hunt. You would have been able to contain half of the 
water, ves. 

Mr. Breen. Then if the reefs had been removed from the lower 
Truckee Meadows, that would have relieved the city of Reno too, 
would it not? 

Mr. Hunr. That is correct 

Mr. Breen. Will you explain to me, if you can, how it is you can 
separate the flood-control aspects of this program from the power 
aspects of it? 

Mr. Hunr. One, we would have a considerable different portion 
for each. Two, it is not in the better interests of utilization of water 
resources to stop floodwaters and then let them out, without getting 
the most benefit trom them for irrigation and power. 

Mr. Breen. Now, as far as the construction of these powerplants 
and other features having to do with the generation of power, is it 
correct that the cost of the powerplants and other features will 
be repaid? 

Mr. Hunr. The cost of the powerplants and other features that 
contribute to the generation of power would have to be repaid to the 
Government in 50 vears, at 5 percent interest. The cost allocated 
to irrigation is to be repaid in 50 years, without interest; in some 
it must be subsidized by the power production. 
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Mr. Breen. In any event, those two cost factors are repaid to 
the Government? 

Mr. Hunr. That is correct. 

Mr. Breen. Now, | believe that yesterday you stated that, 
according to your studies, you would be able to make available, or 
to conserve, | believe it w as, 3.000 acre-feet of water that would be 
available for irrigation 

Mr. Hunr. I think you are confusing me with the Corps of Engi- 
neers That was their study. 

Mr. Breen. Do you have any figures on that? 

Mr. Hunr. We have figures for three different plans. Some of 
them have been converted to how many acres we can furnish water for. 
It is a little difficult to segregate them for any one system. 

Mr. Breen. Could you give us a figure as to the amount of addi- 
tional water that might be available as a result of the construction 
of the Stampede and Prosser Reservoirs, under plans 2 and 3? 

Mr. Hunr. Do you want that figure as of a dry vear, or how? 

Mr. Breen. However you have it computed. 

Mr. Hun. From those two reservoirs, I think around 25,000, 
between 20,000 and 25,000 additional acre-feet 

Mr. Breen. That is additional water? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes 

Mr. Breen. In conducting these studies, how long, about, has it 
been since these three plans that you have described have been in a 
fairly definite stage? 

Mr. Hunr. Two weeks. 

Mr. Breen. Is there much change in the plans vou have now from 
the general plans that were reported on in June 1948, entitled “The 
Lahonton Basin’’? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes. That report was, basically, an inventory of the 
possib] plans and developments that would be made around the 
Lahonton Basin. It has little direct bearing on any comprehensive 
plan. It was more an inventory of dam sites and other things of that 
nature 

Mr. Breen. There are certain conclusions in that report as to the 
effect on fisheries. Are you familiar with those conclusions? 

Mr. Hunr. Not offhand 

Mr. Breen. On page 1438 of that report, under ‘The Prosser 
project,” there is a comment on the effect of the plans on the fish life, 
as follows Reads Would you care to comment on that? 

Mr. Hunr. May I ask who wrote that? Is that our own Bureau 
report, or a report from the Fish and Wildlife Service? I am not 
familiar with the reports from other agencies. 

Mr. Breen. It says: 


lo the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reelamatio 


1, DASIC Ire port, J ine 5, LY4AS 


Mr. Hunr. We don’t ordinarily put in anything of that kind. | 
might add this: that in the preparation of these findings we normally 
confer with the Fish and Wildlife Serviee, and we did so in that in- 
stance, and also with the California and Nevada Fish and Game 
Commissions, to save us the time and trouble of investigating those 
matters, in detail, ourselves. In investigating a series of plans, we 
normally get them to prepare a statement as to the general fisheries 
and wildlife benefits in the particular plans. We have made consider- 
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able effort to insure that and to consider the fisheries aspect of it, so 
that we will not damage any of the existing conditions, and where 
damages are unavoidable, we recommend fish ladders or other im- 
provements. 

Mr. Breen. Do I understand, then, that at the time this report was 
written the Fish and Wildlife Service was incorrect in their statements? 

Mr. Hunt. We cannot comment on that. In that inventory those 
statements were for the local Lahonton system, and do not necessarily 
pertain to the whole Lahonton Basin. 

Mr. Breen. Could you point out the difference between the plans 
referred to here and the plans as presented now, so far as the fisheries 
are concerned? Can you tell us, offhand, of any major changes in 
regard to the fisheries aspect? 

Mr. Hunt. The Washoe reconnaissance report I think gives a little 
different view of the fisheries aspect than you will find in this report, 
in that there was particular emphasis on the Pyramid Lake district, 
and in that the conclusion was reached that ev: r'y effort should be 
made, consistent with other uses of the water, to furnish as much as 
possible for the rehabilitation of the fish. 

Mr. Breen. I understand your testimony to be, then, that so far 
as the conclusions of the Fish and Wildlife Service in this Bureau of 
Reclamation report of 1948 are concerned, that they would no longer 
apply to the project? Or are you not in complete accord with them? 
What do you mean? 

Mr. Hunr. I think I could properly say here now that we are not 
in accord with them. 

Mr. Breen. In other words, you think the Fish and Wildlife opinion 
is not correct? 

Mr. Hunr. I don’t think that it applies, in full. 

Mr. Breen. Would you say conditions would be different under the 
report you are now preparing? 

Mr. Hunr. Yes; you have different development. For instance, 
there is a statement in there that the water would be too warm for fish, 
that in many cases the reservoirs would become ponds. We have been 
taking temperatures from reservoirs for some time, and most of our 
reservoirs would be of the same or higher elevation, and that water 
would be as cool, or cooler than the normal stream water. 

Mr. Breen. Is that because there has been a change in plans? 

Mr. Hunt. I am not thoroughly familiar with what is in there, in 
detail. But, as I remember, it is an inventory report, rather than a 
detailed report. 

Mr. Breen. It is a report prepared by your organization and 
incorporates conclusions prepared by the Fish and Wildlife Service 
which, generally, state that if the plan were put into effect the fishing 
will be destroyed in the Truckee River. 

Mr. Hunr. I think it is that the fishing would be impaired, not 
destroyed 

Mr. Breen. Well, let’s take the actual working of this conclusion. 
I am trying to find out where you disagree with them. Do you dis- 
agree with them because their conclusions were incorrect at the time 
of the report, or because of changes in the plans? 

Mr. Hunt. As I remember, that was in 1946. 

Mr. Breen. 1948. 
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Mr. Hunt. It was published in 1948, but I believe the material 
was gathered in 1946. Incidentally, there will be a statement in our 
forthcoming report covering the Fish and Wildlife Service’s general 
attitude on that report. Whether they want to change their attitude, 
I don’t know. 

Mr. Breen. Would you be prepared to accept the Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s report at that time? 

Mr. Hunr. We would have to accept their report. We just include 
it in our report. We try to do what they say, as far as we can. 

Mr. Breen. Would you accept their conclusions as correct? 

Mr. Hunr. I can only speak for myself. 1 had better explain these 
reports a little; they have to clear the district office, and then the 
Washington office. 

Mr. Breen. Then, answering for yourself, would you accept as 
correct. the conclusions formulated by the Fish and W ildlife Service? 

Mr. Hunv. I will say that we will consider them very, very care- 
fully. 

Mr. Breen. That doesn’t answer my question. Would you 
yourself be prepared to accept them as correct? 

Mr. Hunr. I would have to consider them first. 

Mr. Brern. Let me ask you this question: If you do not accept 
the Fish and Wildlife Setvice’s conclusions, upon what basis would 
you disagree with them? What technical knowledge would you 
rely upon? 

Mr. Hunv. I would have to see their conclusions, what they report. 
And usually we discuss those things. We do not always agree with 
some of their conclusions; we do rot alw avs agree that, when there 
is so much water, so much of it has to go fot fish and so much water 
for another thing. We try to get an equitable distribution of the 
water. If they say they need 500 second-feet of it in a river, I don’t 
necessarily agree that that has to be there, 

Mr. Breen. Would you accept the conclusions as fectually ac- 
curate? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. The funds they expend to determine fish benefits 
and losses come out of our office. Each office of the Bureau of 
Reclamation has a certain allocation of funds for that purpose, and 
we turn some of that money over to the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Senator Martone. Mr. Breen, there are some people here that 
must go home; and, if you will now defer to them, it will be appreciated. 

Mr. Breen. That will be satisfactory. 

Senator Matone. Are there any other questions of Mr. Hunt? 

Mr. Devore (of Lake Tahoe Water Conference Committee). 
Mr. Hunt, assuming that one of the plans of development you 
propose materializes, and you take over the operation of the 
units, including Lake Tahoe, would it be your opinion that water 
would have to be released for fishlife when it could not be used for 
irrigation or power purposes? 

Mr. Hunr. I am going to have to fall back on the decree, as has 
been done in the past. As I understand the decree, as far as I can 
tell, privately owned storage water is released at the direction of the 
people who own it. 

Mr. Devore. I will clarify the question a little more. We will 
take Lake Tahoe and Donner Lake stored water. Take Lake Tahoe, 
for instance. The natural flow in the river amounts to over 500 
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second-feet; then whatever stored water you used from Lake Tahoe 
would be in conflict and could not be used for irrigation or power. 
Would you, in your capacity, feel that it should be released, even 
though it were stored water? 

Mr. Hunr. As I understand it now, that water would not have to 
be released. It would be a good thing to see if something could be 
worked out to take care of a smaller flow of water and protect the 
fishlife. 

Mr. Devore. I presume that you would not have any objections to 
making adjustments to protect the rights of people who had claims to 
that water? 

Mr. Hunr. Well, I think the flow could be adjusted without getting 
above vour Floriston radius. If we have the Prosser and Stampede 
Reservoirs, and were holding water in them, we would have the 
opportunity to throw that water to the Lahonton Reservoir. And I 
think consideration should be given to that condition when we get to 
the point of stipulating on the decree, so we can take care of thos 
things. 

Mr. Devore. Then, returning to the 25,000-acre-feet average flow 
in the river, according to my calculations there would be an increase 
in the regulated flow of some 6 or 8 percent. The power company 
has certain power rights to the water; there are also certain riparian 
rights in Nevada and California, and, likewise, rights to develop 
power in California. Do you think that, considering these rights, 
with the small increase in the flow of the river, you would be justified 
in considering | in your report any special recommendations as to the 

variation of the power policy of the Bureau? 

Mr. Hunr. I prepare the report. It would then go to the Salt 
Lake office, where recommendations are made, and then is forwarded 
to Washington. I don’t believe that, under the conditions, | ha 
be able to make recommendations of that type. I can note it, but 
under the present laws I don’t believe, in the editing of my aa in 
the Salt Lake office, that particular poimt would be included in the 
recommendations. 

Mr. Devore. There is a potential minimum of some 36,000 kilo- 
watts of power that can be developed from the Truckee River, accord- 
ing to your report. This power can be used and is desired by the 
distributing company in Nevada. But, if as a matter of policy such 
power is not available for use in this State, it means that this area 
is going to be harmed by the power development under that policy. 

Mr. Hunr. On the river now there are about 10,000 kilowatts of 
‘apacity, under the minimum flow. We can develop some 34,000 
kilowatts, and later develop considerably more. We would develop 
a minimum of three or four times the power currently developed. 

Mr. Devore. You will be using 93 to 94 percent of the water that 
the Sierra Pacific Power Co. is entitled to for the generation of power 
Can you, in your report, at least make some note that the power 
developed will be available to the people of Nevada? 

Mr. Hunr. The Sierra Pacific Power Co., as 1 understand, has the 
right to divert certain water at certain plants, for the production of 
power, and I believe that right is secure, and that the plans would 
not impair those rights. In other words, most of the water would 
continue to go through the same channels. 
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Mr. Devore. I think probably your statement is correct as to the 
natural flow of the river. However, as to storage, | refer you to the 
1915 decree, to the Truckee River decree, and the Truckee River 
Agreement, and, also, the laws of the State of California. These 
decrees and laws give the power company the right to the develop- 
ment of further power on the river. I do not ask you to answer that 
that question at this time, but I would like to have you consider that 
In your report. 

Mr. Hunr. I think that can be considered when the report is 
prepared. The power rights, of course, will be considered; we will, 
of course, note that. 

Mr. Devore. I think, Mr. Hunt, it is quite proper for you, in mak- 
ing your report, to consider all the statutes. 1 notice they did in the 
Army report, and I was wondering if in your report you are ignoring 
the laws of the State of California as to power and riparian rights. 

Mr. Hunr. No. We will consider that. 

Senator Matone. Are there any further questions of Mr. Hunt at 
this time? If not, I will ask you, Mr. Hunt, if you will be so kind as to 
outline the power possibilities of the three plans again, and be sure 
and give us the approximate load factor and the kilowatt-hours. 

Mr. Hunr. All right. You want the power capacity and the load 
factor? 

Senator MALONE. Yes., 

Mr. Hunr. In plan No. 1 there is the Stampede powerplant, with 
4,500 kilowatts. I will only give you one load factor, because it has 
all been integrated together. 

Mr. Devore. One load factor for the entire plan? 

Mr. Hunv. That is correct. The Mystic powerplant, 11,500 kilo- 
watts. The Woodfords plant, 5,000 kilowatts. The Paynesville, 
6,000 kilowatts. The Franktown plant, 15,000-kilowatts. The 
Watasheamu plant, 7,000-kilowatts. The Eureka, 7,000 kilowatts. 
For a total instailed capacity of 56,000 kilowatts, with a plant factor 
of 59 percent we would have 324 million kilowatt-hours annually, 
of which 202 million is firm. 

Mr. Devore. Will you state what you used for a factor? 

Mr. Hunv. In any area you have a load that varies, from day to 
day, month to month, in the use of electrical energy. For instance, 
in the winter there is more demand for lighting and heating fixtures, 
and so we consider those requirements. Now, any power system must 
be so designed as to meet the peak, and so, as a result of that, we must 
install more capacity to handle these peaks, on a yearly average, the 
same idea, perhaps, as having more power in your car for starting and 
stopping. 

Senator Matone. Will you state, for the record, what you mean by 
“load factor?” 

Mr. Hunr. Well, I hope I can turn that over to Mr. Maughan. 

Mr. Maveuan. Load factor is the characteristics of the consump- 
tion of energy in a particular area, whereas plant factor is the charac- 
teristic of the generating plant. 

Senator Matone. I didn’t quite understand what you said. 

Mr. Hunr. Well, the load factor represents, in percent, the ratio 
of peak demand to average demand. For instance, take the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co. load area, if they have a peak demand twice that 
under average conditions, the load factor would be 50 percent. 
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Senator Matonr. What is the particular difference between that 
and plant factor? 

Mr. Hunt. The plant factor is the ability of a particular plant or 
system of plants to meet that load factor. While it is desirable to 
have the plant and load factor coincide, sometimes it is not feasible 
to construct a lot of capacity in hydroelectric plants when it is a lot 
cheaper to get it from a steam plant. In other words, the load factor 
is the demand for energy, the plant factor is the capacity to deliver 
energy. You try to get them both together; sometimes you can’t 

Senator Matonr. Now let’s go to plan No. 2. 

Mr. Hunr. The powerplants there, Stampede has 4,500 kilowatts. 
Mystic is larger, 14,500 kilowatts, since Lake Tahoe water will be 
flowing through it in the second channel. Prosser, 4,500. Woodfords, 
5,000, no change. Paynesville, 6,000; that corresponds with plan 
No. 1. Watasheamu is larger, at 9,500. The total is 44,000 kilo- 
watts. The plant factor is also 59 percent. The energy amounts to 
177 million kilowatt-hours firm and 80 million kilowatt-hours secon- 
dary, for a total of 257 million. 

Senator Matonr. Now plan No. 3. 

Mr. Hunr. The Floriston plant, 3,000 kilowatts; the Hirsehdale, 

250; the Verdi, whi at we call New Verdi, 19,500; the Prosser, 12,500; 
i a total of 36,250 kilowatts, with a plant factor of 47 percent. 
That will develop 145 million kilowatt-hours, of which 80 million is 
firm and, I believe, 65 million nonfirm. 

Senator Matonr. Are there any further questions of Mr. Hunt at 
this time? If not, we will excuse him, at this time. 

Mr. Hunv. I might go record now as saying that the three plans 
were compared similarly, and a change in one would change all of them. 

Senator Matonr. We will hear from Francis Smith, the mayor of 


Reno. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANCIS R. SMITH, MAYOR, CITY OF 
RENO, NEV. 


Mr. SmirH. | have a brief statement to make, that is based on the 
city of Reno’s official comments to the Corps of Army Engineers 1946 
interim survey re port. It is as follows: 

The city of Reno is primarily interested in the flood-control features 
of the proposed plan, in order that maximum protection be provided 
to lives and property within the cities of Reno and Sparks, as well as 
the supporting suburban and rural areas. 

For example, the disastrous 1950 flood damages to this community 
were assessed at $3,500,000. During the first 6 months of 1952 we 
were exposed to a flood threat which could easily have repeated the 
1950 damages. Immediately after the 1950 flood the city spent 
$25,000 to replace the fixed dams in Wingfield Park with removable 
structures, which, together with the Army engineers’ channel clearing 
and snagging, greatly improved riverflow conditions through the city. 
In spite of these improvements, the channel is limited by the existing 
bridges, and if ideal runoff conditions had not prevailed during the 
first 6 months of this year extensive damage could have easily resulted. 
Property owners and occupants in the danger area were put to con- 
siderable expense again this year in anticipation of expected damaging 
high water. Preparations made by these property owners, plus prep- 
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arations made by the city during the first part of 1952, are estimated 
at $25,000. 

We understand that the emergency channel clearing and snagging 
project as before mentioned will preclude the necessity of including 
this particular phase of the work in the overall project. We are also 
proposing the two removable structures at Wingfield Park in Reno as 
substitutes for the gated structures proposed in your report. 

In addition, the city is also interested in the channel improvements 
in the Truckee Meadows, insofar as they would provide improved 
drainage, and, therefore, increased agricultural development in this 
particular area. 

The city is also intensely interested in the development of addi- 
tional upstream power and water conservation facilities, therefore the 
proposal by the Truckee and Carson River water-users committee 
that Stampede Reservoir be included as an addition to the plan meets 
with our approval. During the 1952 runoff Boca Dam was operated 
purely on a flood-control basis; no attempt was made to store water. 
The inflow during the first 4 months of the year exceeds the discharge 
capabilities of the structure. With both needle valves open, the 
discharge was under 800 second-feet until the level of the reservoir 
reached the spillway to allow additional discharge. Boca reached its 
spillway on April 25, so when it was most useful for flood control there 
was only a cushion of approximately 15,000 second-feet remaining. 
‘The reservoir impounds 26,701 acre-feet before it will discharge over 
the spillway. 

The proposed 150,000 acre-feet Stampede Reservoir that can be 
used to supplement Boca, with its creation of new storage and power 
development would produce great economic benefits to the area, in 
addition to its flood-control functions. 

In regard to the proposed Prosser Reservoir and the resulting lower- 
ing of the Lake Tahoe elevation from 6,229.1 to 6,228 feet, we have 
the following comment to offer: 

(a) The total cost of the recommended plan of improvement, as 
shown on page 37 of the report, is $13,360,000. The Truckee River 
diversion and Prosser Dam Reservoir account for $10,861,000, and 
its proposed operation will provide only approximately 15,000 acre- 
feet of rain flood storage during the critical period between December 

to April 1. Prosser Creek’s peak discharge, on page 11, is shown as 
3,100 cubic feet per second. We have not been able to secure accurate 
figures on the November 1950 runoff, but it evidently exceeded that 
figure. Based on a discharge of 3,500 second-feet, Prosser would 
provide approximately only 48 ean protection. 

(b) Since Prosser Reservoir and the diversion channel is the major 
portion of the overall plan, its justification must depend upon improve- 
ments to recreational facilities at Lake Tahoe. Your report evaluates 
the recreational benefits based upon attendance at the lake, with a 
correlation between lake level and the number of people that visit 
the area. Without the facts upon which to base our judgment, we 
do not believe that lowering the lake level to 6,228 will effect attend- 
ance. Property damage to existing installations is another question, 
but offhand it seems the main problem is control of construction at 
any predetermined high-water mark. Since the lower level of 6,223 
is not to be disturbed, the problem of regulating the lake would 
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become more severe if the present 6 feet is reduced to 5 feet between 
the low- and high-water controls. 

It is interesting to note that the lake level has not exceeded the 
6,229.1 since its control was taken over by TCID. Snow surveys 
and predicted runoffs have now reached a stage of perfection where 
the lake can be accurately controlled. This last season is a good 
example of accurate control under abnormal conditions. 

(ec) Your report shows a normal runoff of 67,800 acre-feet for 
Prosser Creek. Data that we recently secured, from June 12, 1951, 
to May 18, 1952, shows a runoff of 72,000 acre-feet, which, if extended 
to June 12, 1952, to complete a full year, would probably reach 
100,000 acre-feet. Other data shows the 1909 runoff was 127,000 
acre-feet, and 1910 was 90,000 acre-feet. 

We therefore believe further study should be given to the con- 
struction and operation of Prosser Reservoir, with the idea in mind 
of providing additional storage and flood control to that proposed in 
your report, which, when integrated with the operation of Boca and 
the proposed Stampede Reservoir, would provide the ultimate in 
protection and water conservation for this area. However, the city 
of Reno will not oppose the Prosser-Lake Tahoe storage transfer 
plan as now proposed, if present day costs show that it is justifiable. 

We will appreciate your consideration of the foregoing comments 
in the development of a final overall plan. 

The city of Reno, by resolution of its city council, urges that the 
Army engineers, together with all parties affected, work with all 
speed toward the preparation of a final report, so that actual legislation 
may soon be adopted guaranteeing the prompt construction of this 
project so important to the economy and welfare of western Nevada. 

These comments are offered as a part of our testimony, for the 
record. 

Senator Matone. They will be accepted as a part of the record. 

Mayor Situ. I believe that it was a matter of great satisfaction 
to the representatives of the city of Reno to see that the Truckee- 
Carson Water Users’ Committee was able to offer last night, at this 
hearing, their comments on the Army engineers’ interim report. I 
know that the members of that committee have had a difficult time 
getting all of their members together, and we in Reno and vicinity 
have become somewhat impatient at times, and perhaps unjustly so. 
But we are very happy to hear that those comments have been made. 
And I at this time, for the record, want to congratulate Mr. Devore 
and his committee of water users for getting that report together. 
We are, naturally, most interested in the flood-control features of the 
plans, and we want to do everything we can in working with all to 
see the reports made, and a plan in the making for our protection. 

Senator Matone. Then you believe, Mayor, that as long as these 
plans have been made public, and both the Army engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation appear to be willing to proceed, according to 
the testimony, that it should result in some tangible results in 3 or 4 
months, which time is necessary for the Army engineers to arrive at 
a report, and a few months for the Bureau of Reclamation to complete 
their’s? 

Mayor Smiru. Well, we feel, from the very fact that the comments 
have been offered, that we are now on the way to getting the Army 
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engineers started in the preparation of their next report. It certainly 
helps the situation, and we are very hopeful. 

Senator Matone. There have been no comments previously in 
this matter? 

Mayor Samirx. The city of Reno made its comments to the Army 
engineers, on July 11. 

Senator Matonr. What I meant was before that. 

Mayor Smirn. No, I am not sure that there were. 

Senator Matone. It appeared last night that the Truckee-Carson 
project would have their’s ready in 60 days, and, from the testimony 
of Mr. Hunt, the Bureau of Reclamation should be ready to do 
something about it then. 

Mayor Smirn. The city of Reno certainly hopes so. I personally 
feel, of course, that this hearing and anything vour Senate committee 
can do will help matters. 

Mr. Roger Traura. I don’t know whether Mayor Smith can 
answer my question or not, but I would like to ask Mayor Smith or 
Mr. Hunt whether or not plan No. 3 agrees with the flood-control 
agreement of 1950. 

Mayor Smiru. I think Mr. Hunt is more competent to answer that. 

Senator Martone. All right, we will have that later. We will now 
hear Mayor Fodrin, of Sparks, who has been very patient. 

Mr. D. J. Foprin (mayor of the city of Sparks). The people of 
Sparks are very much interested in all the proceedings here. How- 
ever, our pressing problem is the sewer condition in Sparks, brought 
about by the high-water table and the flooding of the Truckee Mead- 
OWS Now, to give you an idea, we have a sewage flow at the present 
time of over 4 million gallons daily, or 500 gallons daily per capita. 
About 75 percent of our sewage is water, due to the high-water table, 
during the flood season. Now, our difficulties don’t start until there 
are 6,000 second-feet in the river, then the sewage starts to back up. 
When there is 8,000 second-feet in the river, the disposal plant doesn’t 
function, because it is practically under water, and then the sewage 
backs up into the homes and everywhere else. Now, it was stated 
yesterday that that isn’t an emergency. They ought to be in my 
shoes for 24 hours and see whether it is an emergency. Of late years 
it has been much worse. This is my 22d year in the city of Sparks, 
and in 1950 and this spring were about the worst vears. I think 
there was 19,000 second-feet of water that went through Reno, and it 
covered up the highways, bridges, and our disposal plant; we had to 
move our machinery out of the disposal plant. That is our problem 
in Sparks, and our immediate remedy would be the removing of the 
reefs in the Truckee River at Vista. To a certain extent, that would 
lower the water table and prevent the water from backing up. I 
understand the capacity of the river over the reefs is 3,500 second-feet, 
and then it starts backing up. ‘That is true every vear, and the whole 
eastern part of the valley is under water. The colonel said yesterday 
if they were catching catfish out of some homes that would be an 
emergency. Well, that was what they did in Sparks, only they weren't 
catfish, they were trout. Now, I have prepared a statement that is 
very brief, but it sets forth the situation. It is as follows: 

The city of Sparks considers the high water table level and flooding of the East 
Truckee Meadows the most pressing problem of the Truckee River flood-control 


program 
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This problem is a constant one and not limited to excessive runoff periods during 
wet years or flash flood conditions. It is a problem of water table levels being 
inches below the surface of the ground in large areas of the city of Sparks and in 
large areas of land east of the city, a problem of the water standing above the 
surface. 

The effect of this condition is that construction of residences and commercial 
buildings is seriously hampered, large areas of land are rendered wholly useless 
for any purpose. The open water areas create a serious mosquito prohlem for the 
whole valley, and a sanitation problem is created through inadequate drainage 
of sewage in the valley 

A direct result of the high water table is that the city of Sparks is faced with the 
problem of expending $450,000 to replace sewer lines and enlarge the sewage- 
disposal plant. Engineers making a survey of the sewage problem estimate that 
$300,000 of the expenditure will be necessary to correct ground water infiltration 
of the present lines. 

It is recognized that to effect proper control of the Truckee River, it will be 
necessary to have upstream storage control. On a long-range program such con- 
trol would materially benefit Sparks and the whole western part of Nevada. 

However, clearance of the Truckee channel between the Glendale bridge and 
Lockwood Canyon is such a pressing problem the city of Sparks recommends this 
part of the program be considered first, and, if necessary, done separately from 
the rest of the program. 

In Sparks, at certain times of the vear, our plant is not overloaded. 
Our main trunk line is a 21-inch line, and at certain times of the vear 
there is about 12 or 14 inches in that line. But during high-water 
season in the river we are trying to run 24 inches through that 21-inch 
line, and it is a scramble, and some of it gets out on the street, and 
this running out on the streets rots the manholes out. But when the 
water level drops in the river we are sitting pretty, we don’t get any 
more complaints. 

Mr. A. M. Smiru. Mayor Fodrin, I think it is apparent that there 
is a great necessity for the removal of the reefs at the mouth of the 
canyon, to obviate the menace to health, property, and so forth, that 
vou have detailed in vour statement. But, as pointed out vesterday, 
I think by Colonel Burns, if that particular part of the overall project 
was separated and constructed immediately, as a separate project, it 
might to such an extent reduce the ratio of benefits to cost on the 
remainder of the project as to put it in a category that Congress would 
not approve. Also, as has been pointed out—lI don’t know whether it 
was brought out here or not—the elimination of the reefs there would 
afford quite a flood hazard downstream, and might result in floods com- 
ing down through the unrestricted passage and washing out the Derby 
Dam and damaging agricultural land downstream, to a large extent. 
Possibly the upstream projects should be constructed first, to obviate 
the possibility of floods coming down and wiping out the Derby Dam 
and agricultural property below the reefs. 1 wondered if you have 
given consideration to that. 

Mayor Foprin. That has been brought up two or three times. You 
say it may wash Derby Dam out. Now, when the water gets up to a 
certain level the same volume of water has to go through the river 
anyway; it doesn’t take long to fill the meadows up, then it goes 
through wayway; so I don’t think that would apply, because the 
same volume of water goes through. In 1950 the meadows filled up 
in a short time. then the same 19,000 second-feet going through Reno 
was going over the reefs. 

Mr. A. M. Smiru. Then vou do state it is a feasible thing to get 
at the removal of those reefs as soon as possible? 
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Mayor Fonprin. Yes; that is from an emergency standpoint; | 
don’t know anything about the engineering part. Now we have to 
sandbag our disposal plant when the water gets so high, and the water 
keeps backing up in town. We couldn’t use the Glendale bridge or 
the Glendale highway, and it blocked United States Highway No. 40 
for a while; they had to use a boat. The Highway Department, | 
understand, raised the roadbed there about 18 inches. And it seems 
funny we have to put up, year after year, with this flood condition. 
We have 9,000 people in Sparks, and there are a lot of people outside the 
city limits, they can’t cultivate their fields, they are just swamps, and 
by the time the water runs off it is too late to plant crops. And sewage 
runs all over the place, and lots of mosquitos breed there. Now, this 
statement of ours was started by some of the Sparks people, all of 
them, in fact, agreed with it, and it was passed unanimously by the 
city council. There is a three-quarter of a million dollar school there, 
and there were notified they couldn’t connect up with the sewer until 
this was taken care of, so we won't have a school. There is also a 
Government housing project there, for the personnel of Stead Airforce 
Base. And our percentage of growth the last 10 years was the highest 
of any spot in the State of Nevada. They are building now 480 
homes, the permits have been issued, and there are applications for 
306 more. And we are building that school and a $200,000 furniture 
store. 

Mr. Harotp DePaott (chairman of North Truckee Soil Conserva- 
tion District). If these reefs were removed, we are interested in 
whether there would be an additional amount of water go down the 
river. If a greater amount of water goes down, we will all be in 
danger. lam wondering how, under these three proposals, we will be 
protected from floods. [| would like to hear the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Army engineers make any statements as to what would happen 
to us. 

Senator MaLone. Will you take your time and submit your com- 
ments in writing? 

Mr. DePaout. Yes. 

Mayor Foprin. If the reefs were removed, the water would only 
reach them 24 hours sooner. As it is now, the same amount of water 
reaches them anyway after the meadows are filled. The reefs don’t 
divert that water, they just dam it up, and you get it a day or so later. 
This spring the high water continued for 60 days, so there was a delay 
of only 2 or 3 days, and then they got the same volume of water. 1 
might add that there are also trees, just a few inches apart, cleat 
across the river just a short way from the reefs. If those trees were 
removed it would help to a certain extent. [ moved to Sparks in 1902, 
with a construction crew, and they started talking about floodwater 
then, because at certain times of the year it even flooded the highway 
surveyors out, and we have been talking about flood conditions since 
1902, that I know of. 

Senator Matonr. Thank you, Mayor Fodrin. We will now hear 
from Mr. George Kehlet. 

Mr. GeorGe Kenier (owner of: Meeks Bay resort, Lake Tahoe) 
There has been considerable discussion here today and yesterday in 
regard to power, irrigation, flood control, fish and so on and so forth. 
Very little has been said for the property owners at Lake Tahoe, and 
I thought it would be a good thing to go on record as a property owner 
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there. I have had a resort at Tahoe for 32 years. I have seen this 
problem handled in many years. ‘There should be some sort of a 
settlement of this water question. The high waters are a very definite 
problem to us. The beaches and natural beauties and resources of 
Tahoe are in danger, with these periods of high water. The dis- 
cussion yesterday in regard to piers and tangible property such as 
houses and so on is a very small consideration. Our losses are based 
upon the future; the future is resort recreation and hotels and homes, 
real estate, and things of that kind. We feel that we must know 
definitely where we are going to stand each year. The resort busi- 
ness is, possibly, the fifth largest business in the United States today. 
Our greatest loss comes when we lose the beaches; the water comes 
up, and you haven’t the proper facilities for bathing and things of 
that sort, and people now are educated to their use. At the present 
time my place is badly crowded with people from all over; they come 
there to use the beach. A lot of the property at Lake Tahoe has been 
taken off the market by the State and Federal governments, for parks. 
We think we are a part of this setup, from the standpoint of revenue. 
We feel we are just as important in this program as the power and 
agricultural interests. All we want is consideration of this 1 foot of 
water that seems to be hanging in the air. We feel, very definitely, 
that something must be done. I am on the verge. in my small way, 
of spending close to $400,000 in improvements. | have no intention 
of going further with it until some settlement is made in regard to the 
water. I cannot handle the business I have on the beaches, and | 
know there is not the possibility of doing the business unless we have 
proper facilities for handling it. At the present time the water is 
high; it was kept high all summer; because of abnormal precipitation 
during the winter, the ground is thoroughly saturated with water; 
consequently our sewer systems are not working. So, for your con- 
sideration, | would like to have in the record that we are part of this 
deal pertaining to the contro! of this water. We know Nevada needs 
power; we know Nevada needs water for agriculture; and we are glad 
to see them get it, and will help them in any way we can; they are part 
of our district, and it is necessary that we all go together. 

Senator Matonr. For a good many years the people of Nevada 
have enjoyed Lake Tahoe, and we would hate to see any impairment 
of its value; and that is the purpose of this hearing, to make of 
record the views of various interests. 

Mr. Kentuert. I sincerely think this is possibly the most sincere 
effort that has ever been made, since I have been at Lake Tahoe, to 
solve this problem. The various reports in regard to the water 
situation at the lake and its proble ms have been greatly enlightening 
to the property owners there. There are large interests at Tahoe, 
and are becoming more and more so. There are a lot of fine homes 
there, that cost from $60,000 to $80,000, and more are coming in. 

Senator Martone. Thank you, Mr. Kehlet. We will now hear 
Mr. Phil Hiibel. 

Mr. Puit Huse (project manager for the Truckee-Carson Irriga- 
tion District). Our statements and comments, Senator, are included 
in the water users’ committee report that was submitted to vou by 
the chairman vesterday. 

Senator MaLonr. Have you any further comments to make? 

Mr. Hirpev. Nothing at all. 
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Senator Matons. The report, as I understood, was to have some 
corrections 

Mr. Hipev. That is right. 

Senator Matonr. Does the water users’ committee’s report meet 
with the approval of you and the board of directors of the Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District? 

Mr. Hirpen. That is correct. 

Senator Matonr. The comments of the Truckee-Carson Irrigation 
project itself are not vet ready? 

Mr. Hirne.. They are now in the process of being assembled, but 
they are not in a position to make any comments at this time. 

Senator Matonr. How long would it take to prepare them? 

Mr. Hitpex. Possibly 60 days. 

Senator Martone. Any statement they desire to make may be 
submitted to the committee. Do you have any further statements 
at this time? 

Mr. Huse. No; I believe not. 

Senator Matonn. Would anyone like to ask any questions? If not, 
that is all, Mr. Hiibel, and we thank you alot. Now we will hear the 
Washoe County Water Conservation District, Mr. Taylor, engineer. 
You may take the chair, and make any statements you desire. 

Mr. Curster C. Taytor. My name is Chester C. Taylor. I am 
engineer-manager of the Washoe County Water Conservation District. 
Any comments I would make are included in the report submitted 
by the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee, which was sub- 
mitted by Mr. Devore last night. We approve that report. It is 
submitted to our board, and it will go over it and make any further 
suggestions we may have. I believe the manuscript will be ready in 
30 to 60 days, at which time my board will go over it. It will be sub- 
mitted to our board as soon as we get it. 

Senator MaLtonn. They may have it in 90 days? 

Mr. Taytor. I think that will be the maximum. 

Senator MaLtonr. Have you any further statement? 

Mr. Taytor. This is for the Army engineers to consider. In 
tables 4 and 5, on page 37 of your report you mention the Wingfield 
Bridge, the Asylum Bridge and the Lagomarsino Bridge. For the 
Wingfield Bridge you have $360,000. Now, the next item is, prac- 
tically, $200,000 for the Asylum Bridge. It is my recollection that 
at a meeting we had with the Army engineers it was decided we could 
eliminate that dam if we wanted to; but I note a statement that the 
engineers amended their plan to just put in a flashboard-type dam, 
like the city of Reno has at Wingfield Park. Do you recall that agree- 
ment that we could eliminate it? 

Colonel D.S. Burns. Yes. That was satisfactory. 

Mr. Taytor. Now on the Lagomarsino Dam, it is the opinion 
of the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Association that we could pump 
that water much more economically ; we could install pumps at a cost 
of $196,000. IL understand the Washoe County Water Conservation 
District was willing to stand the cost of the maintenance of the 
pumps. Ithink Mr. Kleppe could verify that. 

Mr. Ernest J. Kurppr. Yes. 

Mr. Taytor. | believe that is all I have. 

Senator Matone. Are there any questions of Mr. Taylor? We 
are glad to have you testify, Mr. Taylor. We will now have the 
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Washoe County Commissioners, Mr. Kleppe, chairman. Do you 
have any information to offer the committee, Mr. Kleppe? 

Mr. Ernest J. Kueppr. I am chairman of the Board of County 
Commissioners of Washoe County. I would like to clear up one point 
that we are definitely in favor of it in the valley, the removing of the 
reefs at Vista and the clearing of the channel. That would be a very 
necessary part of the overall program. I feel that the emergency that 
existed there last year now exists in the channel below the reefs. We 
have already written to the Army engineers about it, and we are gomg 
to follow it up and see if we can’t get those reefs removed and the 
channel cleared this year. The work the Army engineers have done 
certainly helped out this year. With the long-time run-off and times 
when the flow of the river reached 8,000 second-feet, had that channel 
not been cleared there would have been a great many more ranches in 
trouble. I want to say now to the Army engineers that we appreciate 
everything you have done for us. I think our Washoe County Com- 
missioners are in favor of the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee 
report, with the few changes that are to be made, and we endorse that 
part of the program. But I would like to incorporate somewhere in 
this overall plan also the thought that we may be able to obtain the 
first appropriation that is made on the overall project, to remove the 
reefs and clear the channel, because right now it is a real emergency, 
and we are going to have to do something very soon, even if it is only 
something of a temporary nature to relieve the situation to some ex- 
tent. That might be done; I don’t know. I don’t know of anything 
else. 

Mr. GreorGe Devore. You approve the Carson-Truckee Users’ 
Committee’s report on the plans? 

Mr. Kuepre. Yes. 

Senator Martone. Thank you, Mr. Kleppe. Are the Churchill 
County Commissioners represented? The Douglas County Commis- 
sioners? The Ormsby County Commissioners? Then at this time 
we will recall Mr. Devore. 

Mr. GrorGce Devore (engineer of the Sierra Pacific Power Co.). 
Mr. Tracy, president of the Sierra Pacific Power Co., who was called 
to Los Angeles this morning, asked me to report to the committee, for 
him, that he had read the report submitted by the Truckee-Carson 
Water Users’ Committee, and that he had heard the report read 
yesterday at the meeting, and that he, subject to editing, approves 
the report and plan of development as proposed by the Truckee- 
Carson Water Users’ Committee. 

Senator Matone. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Senator Matone. Does anyone wish to ask any questions of Mr. 
Devore, in his capacity of representing the president of the Sierra 
Pacific Power Co.? 

Mr. Devore. Mr. Fred Settelmeyer, of the Carson Valley Water 
Users’ Association, was unable to attend today, and he asked me to 
state that he approves the report of the Truckee-Carson Water 
Users’ Committee, also. 

Mr. Witt M. Butss (of the Lake Tahoe Water Conference Com- 
mittee, and also representing the Lake Tahoe-Sierra Water Users’ 
Committee). For the purpose of the record, Mr. Devore, I believe it 
is extremely important, from the point of view of flood control, to 


30617—53——-7 








G4 WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 


bring out before this meeting the fact that flood control at Lake Tahoe 
is not considered until there is practically a full reservoir, as a matter 
of regulation. Now, in a state of emergency we have the right to 
appeal to the Federal court. In your experience, has it been necessary 
to call on the Federal court for permission to dump water 

Mr. Devorr. Within my memory, three times. 

Mr. Buiss. Was that permission requested before Lake Tahoe 
reached the height of 6,228 feet? 

Mr. Devore. I can’t remember as to the years of 1942 or 1943, but 
in the vear 1951 the request was made before the elevation reached 
6,228 feet. 

Mr. Buiss. About what was the elevation? 

Mr. Devore. As near as I can remember, the request was made 
when the lake was at about 6,227.25 feet. 

Mr. Burss. But, as a rule, we do not have to worry so much about 
flood damage at Lake Tahoe until it reaches the maximum level of 
6,229.1 feet? 

Mr. Devore. No. The procedure in preventing the level from 
exceeding 6,229.1 feet was outlined in the statement submitted by 
the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee yesterday, in accord- 
ance with the Truckee River agreement. I do not have a copy of 
that agreement before me; I have to recall from memory. 

Mr. Buiss. What I am trying to bring out is this: that the ques- 
tion of flood control at Tahoe is generally left until the lake is pretty 
well filled up, from a practical point of view, with the exception of 1 
year, which had excessive precipitation, for example this last vear, 
when you and everybody else knows there was exceptional precipita- 
tion, the gates of Lake Tahoe were closed and kept close d, if my mem- 
ory is correct, until sometime in January, I think it was about the 
15th of January, when the elevation was 6,228 feet; the completion 
of the opening of the gates, I believe, was on January 26th. What | 
am trying to say is that some - these proposals, for instance the 
Reclamation Bureau’s Plan No. 1, would have very little influence on 
Tahoe unless that was under way 4 or 5 months before flood danger, 
in which case they would have to start draining in November or 
December, to be effective at all, and in doing so the ‘’y are running the 
risk of a dry year, when the winter precipitation would not make up 
the water drained, for use during the irrigation season the following 
year. Is that correct? 

Mr. Devore. I think it generally is correct as to the present situa- 
tion. However, I would like to enter a statement, in reply also to 
your first question and to a part of your last statement. I think that 
this statement, which may be added to make it exactly accurate, is 
of importance at this time. The requesting of the Federal court’s 
permission to take water from Lake Tahoe is determined upon snow 
surveys. Whenever the lake level is below 6,228 feet, and the snow 
surveys and the anticipated normal precipitation thereafter indicate 
that the elevation of the lake would reach 6,230, then the gates are 
opened, regardless of the elevation of the lake, and water is dis- 
charged, so as to reduce the storage in the lake in such amount that 
the estimated elevation would be below 6,230. The rate of discharge 
is not necessarily, at this period, the maximum rate of flow from the 
lake. This statement is all based on the assumption that the Federal 
court has granted permission to dump the water. Now, if the lake 
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at this period should be over the elevation of 6,228, then, in dumping 
this excess water, the agreement provides that the gates shall be wide 
open, and the maximum discharge made as is possible. As the season 
goes on, and when the lake is above elevation 6,228, then the releases 
are based upon a maximum elevation of 6,229.1. Now, this particular 
year we were working on the estimate in December. We get the snow 
survey either on the last couple of days of December, or the first days 
of January. We made our estimates all within a period of 3 or 4 days; 
it took from 10 days to 2 weeks to get permission from the court; and 
the gates were opened gradually, so as not to create damage to fish 
and other things it might damage, on the 15th day of January. The 
gates were opened wider and wider as time went on and as the snow 
surveys came in, until they were wide open. And with this operation 
we have discharged from Lake Tahoe this year, roughly 400,000 
acre-feet of water, to prevent the lake from rising above the stated 
high-water level. We haven’t missed it in this method of operation 
since the procedure was set up in the Truckee River agreement, and 
that is why we feel so favorable toward this procedure. 

Mr. Butss. In operating the gates this year didn’t vou have a 
considerable margin? What I am trying to bring out is this: we 
probably had the heaviest precipitation last winter since 1889-90, and 
vet the lake only reached the elevation of 6,228.79, with a considerable 
margin. 

Mr. Devore. That is correct. The committee made an error in 
judgment to that extent. 

Mr. Briss. I would like to bring out the fact that the precipitation 
in May and June this year was considerably above normal, as against 
the fact that we were probably very lucky in not having any extensive 
hot spells while the remaining snowpack was in the mountains. 

Mr. Devore. I believe Mr. Bliss means that the precipitation 
during April, May, and June was subnormal, not above normal, and 
that the runoff from the snow was subnormal, considering the amount 
of water in the snow on May 1 

Mr. Buss. That is right. 

Mr. Hunt (engineer for the Bureau of Reclamation). I would like 
to know, Mr. Devore, when I can have your final plan, since | am 
including it in our report, that is vour major features and things like 
that, so that [ will not find myself leaving things out that should be 
included. 

Mr. Devore. We will be very glad to submit it to you in the next 
few days. 

Mr. Hunr. Has your committee made any cost determinations? 

Mr. Devore. We have not. We were depending on the Bureau 
and the Army engineers for that. We are not equipped to make such 
studies. 

Mr. Hunt. Has your committee made a statement as to who should 
pay for any part of this project? 

Mr. Devore. Outside of the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District — 
the Sierra Pacific Power Co. we will have to see how much water 1 
made available, what the costs are, and how much is allocated to eac h 
area, before we can answer that question. 

Mr. Hunr. I will make this statement: the Bureau of Reclamation 
is analyzing this plan, along with two other plans for the same area. 
Since your committee does not yet know how much your plan is 
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going to cost and who is going to pay the money, I suggest, or recom- 
mend, that approval of any ‘plan be left until the report is out and 
you find out if you can support that financially, as well as verbally. 

And for that reason I would like to go on rec ord as asking all agencies 
to put endorsement of that plan off until such time as they can see 
the cost and the economics of the plan. 

Senator Matonge. That would not interfere with your plans, would 
it, Mr. Devore? 

Mr. Devore. No. I might add at this time that our committee, 
as a whole and by unanimous vote, has declared themselves faverable 
to the distribution of the power that is generated under this plan of 
development, by the existing facilities and utilities. 

Mr. F. R. Breen (representing Nevada State Fish and Game 
Commission, and others). May we ask some questions? 

Senator MAtone. Yes. 

Mr. Breen. Mr. Devore, would it be possible for the State Fish 
and Game Commission to receive a copy of your plan? 

Mr. Devore. Yes. 

Mr. Breen. Now, in the consideration of this proposed develop- 
ment, did the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee and the 
Sierra Pacific Power Co. consider the effect upon fish life in the 
Truckee River? 

Mr. Devore. Not to a major extent. 

Mr. Breen. Does the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee 
have a definite policy in regard to fish life, in this type of project? 

Mr. Devore. The Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee has 
not discussed that in detail. 

Mr. Breen. How about the power company? 

Mr. Devore. The power company has tried to cooperate and be 
belpful with the Fish and Game Commission. They bave even 
harmed themselves financially in order to provide water past the power 
plants, or diversion dams. There seems to be, as tar as I can see at 
this time, a lack of decision by the Fish and Game Commission as to 
the economics of this water. They probably figure out the economics 
as far as they are concerned, but from the figures I have heard and the 
facts I have seen, they seem not to consider sufficiently the economics 
as far as the second party is concerned. I am not making this state- 
ment in criticism; I am trying to be helpful. Now I would like to 
give you an example in regard to the matter. The gates at Lake 
Tahoe are regulated in accordance with the 1915 decree, and the court 
retained jurisdiction of that case, in order to see that the proper 
operation is carried forward. And whenever Mr. Richards releases 
water purposely from Lake Tahoe, at the request of the Fish Com- 
mission, and creates a flow in excess of the Floriston rates, he is violat 
ing thet decree, and be is also wasting water, as far as the users are 
concerned along the Truckee River, and possibly wasting water as far 
as the users are concerned at Lahonton. This figures, during years of 
heavy flow when there is, we will say, 1,500 second feet in the river at 
Floriston, if a 50 second-feet release is made from Lake Tahoe, there 
is a depletion of over 100 acre-feet a day in the storage. The runoff 
period of a normal season might be from 60 to 90 days; that means that 
six to eight thousand acre-feet of water would be wasted in Pyramid 
Lake. We are sympathetic with trying to help the fish, and I think 
that goes for the committee as a whole; the statement by Mr. Dressler 
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last night indicated that. And I am sure Mr. Richards hasn’t been 
overzealous in trying to stop the leakage ccming cut of Lake Tahoe, 
end has allowed water to come down, to save the fish, probably not 
enough to meet the desires of the Fish Commission. 

Mr. Breen. In the past few years the power company has done 
considerable as far as protecting the fish life in the Truckee River is 
concerned? 

Mr. Devore. That is true. 

Mr. Breen. Is it also true that the power company will also 
maintain that same policy in these proposed plans? 

Mr. Devore. As far as I know, that is what they will do. 

Mr. Breen. Now, did either the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ 
Committee or the power company consider what effect, if any, the 
proposed plans might have on Pyramid Lake as a fishery? 

Mr. Devore. They did, to the extent that they discussed this mat- 
ter: that the diversion of water for irrigation purposes under con- 
sideration in the revised plan of the committee would deplete the 
flow into Pyramid Lake by 20,000 to 25,000 acre-feet, which I think 
was confirmed by the statement made by Mr. Hunt today. That 
would mean an effect on Pyramid of possibly 1 inch per year. 

Mr. Breen. Did the water users’ committee and the power com- 
pany, in formulating the proposed plan of development, consider 
whether or not this proposed plan would have any effect on the Still- 
water wildlife management area? 

Mr. Devore. That didn’t come up, except as such a statement 
might have been made to the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. 

Mr. Breen. Did the power company and the Truckee-Carson 
Water Users’ Committee feel that there is any definite economic 
value to maintaining the Truckee River as a good fishing stream, 
through this area? 

Mr. Devore. I think they do. And I think that every one of the 
developments that have been made provided certain benefits for the 
fish life. And, in referring to this, I would like to call your attention 
to flows in 1924, 1931, and 1934, when the Truckee River was practi- 
cally dry; then developments came along, and there was an increased 
water supply; and, as far as my know ledge of fish is concerned, that 
means more life, if there is more water in the river. And unless you 
have more developments, unless Lake Tahoe is regulated properly, 
and unless you have Boca and Independence Reservoirs and Donner 
Lake regulated so as to maintain a good flow in the upper reaches of 
the river, in my opinion the fishing conditions would be much poorer 
than they are today, because during the late part of the season, each 
year, you will find from the records, if you look into them, that the 
flow at Iceland at numerous times in the late season, when you 
deduct the discharge from the reservoirs, there is a red figure, and by 
that indication it would mean that the river would be practically dry. 

Mr. Breen. Would your committee and the power company like 
to receive a written report from the Fish and Game Commission, 
particularly as to the effect on the fish life of the proposed plans? 

Mr. Devore. They certainly would. 

Mr. Breen. Do you feel that fish life in the Truckee River would 
be protected more under your plan, or under the plan as suggested 
by the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Devorr. Which plan of the Bureau of Reclamation? 
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Mr. Breen. Let’s take plan 1, first. 

Mr. Devore. Well, I am not familiar with the details of the 
Bureau’s plans, because they have not as yet been completed. But 
unless some other arrangement is made under the Bureau’s plan 1, 
then, as I understand it, the water from Lake Tahoe would be diverted 
into Washoe Valley, and not down the Truckee River. That may 
have some bearing on the question that you are asking. 

Mr. Breen. That is all 1 have to ask now. 

Senator MaLonge. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Devore? 

Mr. Devore. There is something in my mind that seems to turn 
toward the economics of this fish question. I think everybody is 
sympathetic toward fish, but if there is a cost involved in order to 
give protection to them, who is going to stand this cost? 

Senator Matone. The Bureau of Reclamation, in recent years, 
has considered the matter of providing recreational facilities by the 
Government, in connection with these projects. What they will see 
in this project in that regard remains to be seen, when the various 
benefits will be evaluated. 

Mr. Devore. I might call to the committee’s attention that the 
example I tried to make out of Lake Tahoe might apply, to a lesser 
extent, to the other reservoirs, and if it did, then the amount of water 
involved would become larger. The cost of maintaining these condi- 
tions is going to be high; it is not going to be a question of $10,000 
or $100,000, it is going to run, in my opinion, much higher, and | 
don’t think that the water users should be required to foot that bill. 

Senator Matone. The improvements that have been made on the 
river have been of terrific advantage to the fish life. We can all 
remember when the channel was practically dry for weeks and weeks 
at a time. Starting in 1936, money was secured to build the Boca 
Reservoir, and arrangements were made for further storage in the 
lakes. I believe that we have enough information, enough has been 
entered into the record now—the interests are well represented— 
and it could very well be left to a progress report on the part of the 
engineers before any further data is necessary. The committee 
would be glad to receive any report that the Fish and Game Com- 
mission would like to submit, and to make it a part of the record. 

Mr. Devore. I would like to add another remark, to the effect 
that in my opinion the improvements on the river, as a whole have 
been more beneficial than the disadvantages to the fish, over the past 
period. I think they are getting more fish out of the river now than 
they ever did. 

Senator Matone. There is more water than at any time during 
my memory. 

Mr. Breen. Senator, we will submit a statement a little later on, 
but for the record at this time we would like to say, gentlemen, that 
one thing the people interested in fish life are taking precautions 
against is that we will not have the same condition as occurred at the 
time that Derby Dam was constructed. 

Mr. Devore. Perhaps the Fish and Game Commission people 
would be willing to approve and recommend the plan of development 
we are trving to see materialized, because I think that will be an im- 
provement, as a whole, for the fish life. 

Mr. Witt M. Butss. There is another question I would like to ask 
Mr. Devore. Isn’t it true that the property owners around Lake 








WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 99 


Tahoe have never been officially or legally, parties to any court decree 
that has been issued for the regulation of Lake Tahoe? 

Mr. Devore. I think that is a correct statement, legally. But I 
refer you to a statement made by Colonel Barton yesterday, that a 
certain number of Tahoe people at least approved the fixing of the 
high-water level. 

Mr. Buss. Colonel Barton’s statement had to do only with prop- 
erty owners on the California side; a poll was not taken of property 
owners on the Nevada side. I believe his statement was that about 
59 percent of those on the California side approved it. 

Mr. Devore. I don’t think that indication by the property owners 
has any legal bearing. 

Senator Matone. Are there any more questions to be asked Mr. 
Devore? If not, we will hear from Mr. A. M. McKenzie, secretary 
of the Nevada State Planning Board. 

Mr. A. M. McKenztz (secretary of Nevada State Planning Board) 
I don’t believe there is anything | would have to add to what has been 
said. I think the program, or project, seems to be in good hands. I 
am sure the members of the planning board will be glad to cooperate 
in any way they can to the advantage and economic development of 
the State of Nevada. 

Senator Matonr. Who are the members of the board? 

Mr. McKenzte. Governor Charles H. Russell, Hugh A. Sham- 
berger, State engineer, and H. D. Mills, State highway engineer, are 
ex-officio members; then there are Archie C. Grant, John Scott, M. E. 
Lundberg, Roy Orr, C. V. Isbell, Walter Sutton, A. J. Caton—I 
believe that is all. 

Senator Matong. Have you anything else to add? 

Mr. McKenzie. I don’t believe so. 

Senator Matong. We will now hear from the United States Indian 
Service. 

Mr. Ricnarp B. MELLIN (range conservationist, United States 
Indian Service, Stewart, Nev.). We have no statement to make at this 
time, nor do we contemplate adding anything to the record in the 
immediate future. 

Senator Matone. If later you decide you would like to submit a 
statement, we would like to haveit. Is there anyone here representing 
the Nevada Retail Merchants’ Association? If not, we will hear from 
Sam Houghton, director of Civil Defense. 

Mr. Samuet B. Hovucuron (director of Civil Defense, Washoe 
County). We are interested in disaster relief, and also disaster pre- 
vention. We are concerned with disaster flood damage in Reno and 
the surrounding area. What we would like very much to see is the 
upstream storage potential increased, as it would be by the proposed 
Prosser Creek Reservoir, also the Stampede Reservoir. I have read 
the interim report of the Army engineers, dated September 1946. I 
think it is a fine report, and I think my committee would go along with 
its provisions. But I think, also, there should be most serious con- 
sideration of the Stampede Reservoir, as well as the Prosser. 

Senator MaLone. We will now hear from Mr. A. E. Holgate. 

Mr. A. E. Hoieare (county engineer of Washoe County). Senator, 
first | would like to ask permission for the chairman of our board of 
county commissioners to introduce a photostatic copy of a petition 
prepared by the attorney for the Washoe County conservation district. 
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Senator MaLone. It may be entered in the record. 

Mr. Hotcarr. Commissioner Raymond Capurro took an active 
part in this. We have two petitions, which the attorney for the 
Washoe County water conservation district drew up at the request of 
the downstream users, and I would like to offer photostatic copies of 
them. 

Senator Matonge. They may be received. 

Mr. Hoteare. One of the petitions is signed by six downstream 
water users, and the other by three downstream water users on the 
Truckee River. The wording of the two petitions is the same, and 
is as follows: 


Whereas there are certain reefs and sandbars in the Truckee River between 
Lockwood Canyon and the Glendale Bridge; and 

Whereas these reefs and sandbars cause a high water table in the Truckee Mead- 
ows and cause flood conditions in the Truckee Meadows during high-water periods; 
and 

Whereas these aforementioned conditions have caused and will cause extensive 
damage to property holders in the Truckee Meadows and to the city of Sparks, 
and make certain lands in the Truckee Meadows unusable for any purpose; and 

Whereas if these reefs were removed it is believed there would be appreciable 
benefits to property holders in the Truckee Meadows, to the city if Sparks, the 
city of Reno, and Washoe County; and 

Whereas the engineer of the Washoe County water conservation district is of 
the belief that upstream storage can be better utilized for flood protection if the 
aforementioned reefs are removed; and 

Whereas the United States Army engineers have expressed the opinion that the 
removal of said reefs is necessary for the proper control of floodwaters in said 
Truckee Meadows and for the proper drainage of Truckee Meadows during flood 
stages of the Truckee River; and it is believed that it will be possible to have said 
reefs removed under the supervision of the United States Army engineers with- 
out cost to the parties hereto providing that the consent of the interested parties 
can be obtained; and 

Whereas the Washoe County Water Conservation District, the North Truckee 
Soil Conservation District, city of Reno, city of Sparks, county of Washoe, Chamber 
of Commerce of Reno, Chamber of Commerce of Sparks, United Airlines Co., 
Nevada State Highway Department, Reno Flood Control Committee, Truckee- 
Carson Irrigation District, hereinafter referred to as the T. C. I. D., are agreeable 
to having the aforementioned reefs removed; and 

Whereas it is recognized that the rights of certain parties other than those 
above named may be affected by the removal of said reefs, and that those rights 
should be safeguarded as part of said reef removal program; and 

Whereas the T. C. I. D. has agreed to having the aforementioned reefs removed, 
subject to conditions: 

Now, therefore, the undersigned hereby agrees and consents to the clearing of 
the Truckee River channel by means of the removal of said reefs, providing that 
as a part of said reef removal program such reasonable and feasible steps are 
taken as the undersigned deems necessary to prevent substantial injury or damage 
to the property or rights of the undersigned by reason of the removal of said reefs. 

RicHArRD BURNETTE. 
HeLEN Maryeé THOMAS. 
D. 8. NICKOLICH. 


Mr. Houcarte. I would like to also go on record as reiterating the 
statement of the chairman of our board of county commissioners com- 
mending the Corps of Army Engineers for their work, and I would also 
like to go on record as extending my personal thanks to them for their 
fine cooperation with my office. We are very grateful to the Army 
engineers for all the work they performed for us in this area, and the 
work they contemplate and are trying to help us with now. 

Senator Matonr. We now come to the Nevada State Fish and 
Game Commission, represented by Mr. F. R. Breen, if you have any 
statements for the record. 
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Mr. F. R. Breen. We have several items we would like to submit 
for the record, and they will all, more or less, be on behalf of the 
various organizations we are representing here. Some will be exhibits, 
and some statements to be incorporated in the record. They will be 
submitted on behalf of the Neavada State Fish and Game Commis- 
sion, Washoe County Game Management Board, Washoe Fish and 
Game Association, Federated Sportsmen of the State of Nevada, Fish 
for the Truckee, Inc., the Indian service, and Elko County Sports- 
men’s Association. And our first statement will be from Mr. Wes 
Mann, president of Fish for the Truckee, Inc. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

STaTE OF NEVADA, 
FisH AND GAME COMMISSION, 
Reno, Nev., September 30, 1952. 
Hon. Greorce W. MALOoNg, 
United States Senator, Reno, Nev. 

Dear SENATOR: The Nevada Fish and Game Commission takes pleasure at 
this time in presenting a written document and other information to be attached 
to, and become a part of, the testimony of the recent subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works, United States Senate hearing, held in Reno, Nev. 

The Nevada Fish and Game Commission and the other sportsmen’s organiza- 
tions listed below have joined for the purposes of representation before the sub- 
committee of the Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. These 
groups desire to be considered as having been represented at the recent hearing 
just past and wish to be considered as a group in the future. Their representa- 
tives in the past have been Mr. Francis R. Breen and Mr. Stanley H. Brown. It 
is planned that these two gentlemen will continue to represent the below listed 
organizations in the future. As a matter of record I submit herewith the names 
of the interested groups represented by the above-named men: 

Nevada State Fish and Game Commission 
Washoe County Game Management Board 
Washoe Fish and Game Association 

Fish for the Truckee, Inc. 

United States Indian Service 

Nevada Federated Sportsmen 

Elko County Sportsmen 

Battle Mountain Rod and Gun Club 
Smith Valley Rod and Gun Club 

Douglas County Sportsmen’s Club 
Boulder City Sportsmen’s Association 
Churchill County Fish and Game Association 
White Pine County Fish and Game Association 
Moapa Valley Sportsmen’s Association 
Nye County Fish and Game Association 
Mineral County Sportsmen’s Organization 
Las Vegas Sportsmen’s Association 

San Francisco Fly Casting Club 

Truckee Sportsmen’s Association 

Ormsby County Sportsmen’s Association 
Humboldt County Rod and Gun Club 
Pershing County Rod and Gun Club 

It has become the duty of the Nevada Fish and Game Commission to keep the 
above listed organizations posted as to the progress of the Corps of Engineers, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Water Users Committee. The aforesaid sports- 
men’s organizations, in turn, are forwarding to us detailed reports as to the eco- 
nomic value of the Truckee River as to actual money spent for fishing equipment, 
the approximate amount spent in hotels, motels, and other establishments by 
fishermen in this area. ; 

I am certain that the Senator will realize that to compile such a report requires 
long and tedious work. Such being the case, we would like to have permission 
to submit these reports to the Senator as they are forwarded to us. 

Hoping that our method of procedure in this matter will meet with your ap- 
proval and that of the Subcommittee on Public Works, I am, ’ 

Most sincerely, 
FRANK W. Groves, Director. 


380617—53 
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STATEMENT OF THE FISH AND GAME COMMISION OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 


The Nevada State Fish and Game Commission is of the belief that the pro- 
tection, maintenance, and possible improvement of the recreational, wildlife, and 
fisheries resources of the Truckee River and its tributaries is imperative. It feels 
that any and all sponsors of any and all proposed works on this river and its 
tributaries should consult with the Nevada State Fish and Game Commission 
during planning stages. Not to do so will seriously jeopardize the continuance 
of the recreational wildlife and fisheries resources of the areas involved. To so 
jeopardize these resources or to in any way destroy or damage them would be a 
great loss to the people of the State of Nevada. 

The Nevada State Fish and Game Commission feels that it is impossible to 
make detailed recommendations at this time for the protection of these due to 
the preliminary status of the plans as they now exist. However, the Commission 
feels that even at this time it is apparent that the resources of this area are in 
jeopardy, consequently steps should be taken at this time to prevent any un- 
repairable damage. 

These steps, among others, will include the establishment of adequate minimum 
flows in the Truckee River to prevent the loss of valuable water for fisheries. 
To further reduce losses it may be necessary to screen diversions, and where 
diversion dams impede the natural migrations of fish, suitable fishways should 
be provided. Water temperatures and sudden changes in streamflow must also 
be considered. These are but a few of the problems that will arise, but as afore- 
said, the Commission does not feel that it can make recommendations in such 
preliminary stages of planning. 

The fact that it is possible to complete certain plans without crossing the 
Nevada-California State line on the Truckee River does not greatly alter the 
position of the Nevada State Fish and Game Commission. The effect of up- 
stream storage on Pyramid Lake and minimum flows on the lower Truckee 
River have to be taken into account. Consideration must be given the migratory 
tendencies of the fish that now inhabit the Truckee River. The possible increase 
in fishing pressure in Nevada due to the destruction of suitable fishing areas in 
the California sections of the Truckee River might well be tremendous. Finan- 
cial loss to this general area and the commission through the impairment of our 
fisheries might well be serious. Here again, the commission does not feel that 
it can give recommendations at such an early time. 

In conclusion, the Nevada State Fish and Game Commission recommends to 
the subcommittee and the Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
that the sponsors of any water-development program on any river, stream, or 
lake that is in Nevada or adjoins Nevada, be requested to consult with this com- 
mission during the planning stages so that the measures and recommendations 
for the protection or possible improvement of the recreational wildlife, and, 
fisheries resources can be adequately formulated. 


Mr. Wes Mann. |] am Wes Mann, president of Fish for the Truckee, 
Inc., a nonprofit organization, organized by a group of sportsmen of 
this county, that felt Washoe County needed a little bit of a boost in 
sportsmen’s activities, by producing better fishing in the Truckee 
River. We have for your record 1 of 5 advertisements that were 
given to us in an all-out program to encourage tourist trade and busi- 
ness in Washoe County; also an editorial of the Nevada State Journal, 
on February 27, 1952. 

Senator MALong. You submit those as exhibits? 

Mr. Mann. Yes. 

Senator Matone. They will be received. 

Mr. Mann. From the standpoint of the businessmen of Washoe 
County going with us in our efforts, having just been established last 
fall, this corporation has received $7,280 in voluntary contributions 
from banks, business houses, and individuals in Washoe County. In 
1951 Washoe County issued 6,921 fishing licenses; that has been in- 
creased approximately 20 percent this year. A fisherman spends 
approximately $310 each year. 

Senator Matone. What is the price of a license? 
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Mr. Mann. A nonresident license is $50, and we have a 5-day 
tourist license for $3.50. In 1951 the nonresident licenses issued 
numbered 419, and the 5-day tourist licenses 138. In 1952, as of 
today, the total of nonresident and 5-day permits is 507. Now, we 
have planted 17,000 fish in the Truckee; this is in addition to what the 
fish and game commission are planting in this area. And the sports- 
men who come in here spend a minimum of $40 a day, just for their 
subsistence and equipment. We feel that by continuing this program 
a great deal of additional business will come into this area. We have 
applied to the United States Treasury Department for tax exemption 
of the contributions made to our corporation, and received this letter 
in reply; the final analysis of the letter is: ‘““Accordiagly, contributions 
used for such purposes may be deducted by the donors in computing 
their net income.” According to an erticle in the Red Book maga- 
zine, in Arkansas last year fishermen caught 430,000 fish and spent $5 
million; that is the kind of business we would like to go after. We still 
have a couple of thousand dollars to spend, and the fish are available, 
but the shortage of water makes it rather ridiculous to try to plant 
them, because they will only accumulate at power dams. What we 
need is more water in the river during this time of the year. 

Mr. Breen. Do you have the total amount estimated to have been 
spent by fishermen who have purchased those licenses you told us 
about? 

Mr. Mann. The fishermen have spent $3 million, based on our 
licenses issued in 1 year; that is based on the figures in Nation’s 
Business—$2,161,000 in Washoe County. 

Mr. Breen. What was the size of the fish planted in the river? 

Mr. Mann. They were larger than 10 inches; in fact, they were 
too large to put in the little riffles that ran below the powerhouse; 
in many cases they ran up to 16 inches. 

Senator Matone. Are there any other questions of Mr. Mann? 

Mr. Breen. We will call Tom Trelease. 

Mr. Tuomas J. Tretease. I would like to make it clear that our 
intentions are not to object to flood control or to irrigation and power 
development, as long as they do not injure our sport fisheries. What 
we see in this project is that additional water will be developed for 
interests other than fish and game interests, and we feel that the fish 
and game interests, should have and are entitled to a part of our 
water in Nevada. We realize there are tremendous costs being put 
before the general public today to support the reservoirs, canals, ete. 
Mr. Devore asked us if we would be willing to say we approve their 
report. Now I would like to ask Mr. Hunt, or any others that might 
have that information, what would the cost be to the Nevada Fish 
and Game Commission. 

Senator Matonr. Do you have any information that would throw 
light on that subject, Mr. Hunt? 

Mr. Hunt. I think so. The Fish and Wildlife Service tells us what 
is needed, and then they tell us the benefits that might accrue from it. 
They do put a valuation on fishing,‘the cost of the water; the cost 
would depend on whether or not it could be used for another purpose; 
it is very difficult to determine. For example, up in the upper 
Truckee, where we could probably catch it and reregulate it later for 
fish and other purposes, it would not be nearly as expensive as water 
below Derby Dam or near Pyramid Lake, where it is not useful for 
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other purposes, except, perhaps, some recreation around the lake. 
The price varies with where and how much water is used. 

Mr. TreLEASE. Suppose we asked for water in the upper stretch 
of the river, that is, between the diversion from the Truckee and where 
the water returns to the Truckee, what would the cost be for us? 
That would be in California. 

Mr. Hunv. There, again, I cant’ give you a dollar-sign figure. I 
would have to figure it out; I couldn’t do it here at this time. 

Senator Matonr. Why couldn’t you ask your questions and leave 
the questions open, and, since the committee is going to recess, rather 
than adjourn, maybe Mr. Hunt would be able to give you some 
preliminary information within a few weeks, after they arrive at some 
specified combination of projects; perhaps then they can be answered 
specifically, in the hearing that will be conducted? 

Mr. Trevease. All right, Senator. If we could request from these 
agencies that they submit to the Fish and Game Commission the cost 
in the upper part of the Truckee River, in California, to the Fish and 
Game Commission and also to the other water users; also in the lower 
Truckee River, below Derby Dam. We — like to know the cost 


per cubic foot of water to be used in those areas. We teel that fishing 
is an economic resource, and we shouldn’t pay for the water we ask for, 
or intend to ask for. There is a tremendous value in Pyramid Lake, 


for instance, that would affect service stations and a host of other 
businesses, and we feel that that would be an exceptional value to be 
applied to the cost of any water we might ask for. Even today, with 
the lake entirely dormant as far as fishing is concerned, we are getting 
a tremendous revenue from fishermen. Also, on the Truckee River 
irrigation and other interests have decreased its flow. Certainly the 
river is large enough to support the host of fishermen we have today. 
The flow has decreased to the extent that it has decreased the carrying 
capacity for fish life. 

Senator Matone. I suppose you are familiar with the flow of the 
river before the construction of the Boca Reservoir? 

Mr. Tretease. I have some data on that; yes. We can show 
losses that would be material, can show losses beyond what they were 
before Boca. We do know this: There was more fish life in the 
Truckee River prior to most of these developments; a lot of them died. 
We would like to see the fisheries advance, and not take a backward 
step. And in the event this project goes through, we would like to 
see whatever water we do receive for fish life set aside permanently, 
to be inviolate, and not subject to be encroached upon by other 
interests. I think that is all I have to say. 

Senator Martone. Thank you, very much. 

Mr. F. R. Breen. The position of the various organizations | 
represent in this hearing is that they are not opposed to flood control 
or irrigation and power deve lopments, but they want to be sure that 
the fisheries in this area are given proper consideration in es 
any plans to be put into effect. You will understand the fear that 
has existed and does exist, in view of the fact of what ocbasiel when 
Derby Dam was constructed. For the record, | would like to read 
part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s report, the same report from 
which I read heretofore, page 142, the third paragraph; in discussing 
the four major streams, the Carson, Truckee, Walker, and Humboldt 
Rivers, this statement is made: [Reads.] 
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Mr. Hunr. I think that part of the report was submitted by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Breen. Yes. Also, on page 145, paragraph 4, of the same 
report, it is stated: [Reads.] As I said before, it is not the intention 
of any of the organizations we represent to oppose, in any manner 
whatsoever, flood control or power or irrigation projects. In view 
of the fact that this hearing is about to recess, we would like to 
submit additional reports as to the actual economic value of the 
fishing in this area, among other things the actual gross income to 
this area, the actual expenditures for hunting and fishing equipment 
and tackle, and other information pertaining to the actual aspects of 
the industry in this ares 

Senator MaLonr. You may submit that. 

Mr. Breen. That completes our statement at this time. 

Senator Matonre. Thank you, very much. We will now hear Mr. 
Emory C. Branch, of the Truckee River Improvement and Flood 
Control Committee. 

Mr. Emory C. Brancu. The name of the committee is the Truckee 
River Improvement and Flood Control Committee. The chairman 
is Mr. Joseph McDonald, w ith myself as vice chairman and secretary. 
The other members include 23 of a cross section of the technical and 
business knowledge in the area; I have a list of them, which I will 
be pleased to submit to you, if requested. The activities of this 
committee have been threefold: 1. We have set up, under the leader- 
ship of Prof. Vincent Gianella, the River Prediction Subcommittee; 
that is the committee that makes predictions of dangerous water 
conditions, and so forth; this committee also acts in an advisory 
‘apacity and as our emergency flood-control committee; this com- 
mittee considered such matters as the replacement of the Wingfield 
dams, leveling of the reefs, channel clearing, and so forth. We dis- 
cussed all those matters, particularly the removal of the reefs. We 
have attempted to investigate all the possibilities. In the case of 
the Wingfield dams, the design of those dams was made, I inspected 
them, discussed it with the committee and the Army engineers, then 
went ahead with it. The overall cost of replacing the two structures 
at Wingfield Park was $25,000, which includes the bypass during the 
time the dams were re placed. Another function of this committee 
has been to call frequent meetings over the past year and a half, and 
we appreciate the fact that you, Senator, have attended many of our 
meetings. Our committee is very pleased to know that the Truckee- 
Carson Water Users’ Committee now have their comments in. I 
haven’t had a chance to study them, but I am sure our committee 
will be very glad to see them and go over them. Our committee 
has submitted no comments. I might say that if we had, our com- 
ments would tie in very closely with those of the city of Reno. 

Senator Matone. Have you had any contracts with the Truckee- 
Carson Water Users’ Committee? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. Mr. Devore has attended practically all of our 
meetings. But our committee, as a whole, doesn’t know what things 
there are in their report; we haven’t a copy, yet, of the written report. 

Senator Matonr. Have you had any report from the Bureau of 
Reclamation? 

Mr. Brancu. No, we have had po report from them. At one time 
Mr. Hunt did attempt to arrange a meeting with us, but we couldn’t 
schedule it. 
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Senator Matone. As a matter of fact, during this hearing is the 
first time you have had an insight into it? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. We have known all along there was only one 
way to start it going, and that was to get these comments in. 

Senator Matone. No reports have been submitted, at all? 

Mr. Brancu. The only official report is that of the city of Reno. 
The city of Reno did send in its official comments. We have none 
from the other agencies that are involved most deeply in the flood- 
control plan. 

Senator Matone. Do you have any further information to offer to 
the committee? 

Mr. Brancu. We are very interested in flood-control protection. 
This year Boca reservoir reached its overflow about April 25, as I 
remember; the inflow greatly exceeded the outflow. And even though 
it was our intention, and that of everybody concerned, to keep Boca 
empty for the big runoff period it wasn’t possible; by April 25 it had 
26,000 acre-feet in it. So we want that carefully investigated. One 
of the functions of our committee has been to coordinate all the local 
interests into getting their reports in. 

Senator Ma.one. This is the first time any reports have been 
rendered? 

Mr. Brancn. This is the first time, with the exception of the city 
of Sparks and the city of Reno. All the other reports came from groups 
represented by the Truckee-Carson Water Users’ Committee. _ I think 
It would be our next step for our committee to review their plan, and 
I think Mr. Devore should go over it with us, and we should take some 
action on it. 

Mr. Devore. It seems to me that the county commissioners of 
Douglas County and Churchill County approved it. 

Senator Matonre. Up to now no copies of the Truckee-Carson 
Water Users’ Committee’s comments have been submitted? 

Mr. Devore. No comments submitted to anyone, in writing. 

Mr. Brancu. I would be very glad to have our committee meet 
with Mr. Devore on that, and either submit our approval or dis- 
approval. 

Senator Matonr. Is there anyone else that would like to be heard 
before we recall Mr. Hunt? Mr. Hunt, will you take the witness 
chair again? 

Senator Matonr. Mr. Hunt, before we ask for questions generally, 
I would like to ask you a few questions in regard to the power supply 
under the plans you have submitted, all of them tentative. There 
will be a considerable amount of power produced under any one of 
the plans? 

Mr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Senator Martone. Under plan 1 approximately 324 million kilowatt- 
hours annually, with a load factor of 59 percent; under plan 2, 257 
kilowatt-hours annually, with a load factor of 59 percent; and under 
plan 3, 145 million kilowatt-hours annually, with a load factor of 
47 percent? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. 

Senator Matone. Also, an additional power supply from the Central 
Valley District of California has been allocated to Nevada? 

Mr. Hunv. That is correct. 
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Senator Matons. Thirty-three thousand kilowatts of power has 
been allocated definitely, and we feel there will be further power 
allocated to Nevada from Shasta Dam, as a matter of fact up to 
90,000 kilowatts, but there is no definite figure as yet, when the 
Folsom Dam power comes in in 1954. And it was testified yesterday 
power would be available in the future from the Central Valley project, 
from further developments on the American River, Trinity River, etc., 
and it has been established that Nevada would have a chance to 
secure a fair share of the power from those projects. Now, consider- 
ing that that is a fact, how could the power becoming available under 
one of these plans be integrated with the present power supply and 
future power secured from the Central Valley project? 

Mr. Hunr. Well, to begin with, it is all problematical; we can’t see 
into the future. The power should be available over there in the 
immediate future, and could probably be integrated into this State. 
Now, if power is developed by any one of these plans, that power could 
increase the flow over here, or the power from that project could pick 
up the increased demand that is coming into the area, in which the 
demand, over a period, shows a continued growth; the development of 
our project should take care of it for some time. Ultimately, we can 
see that very probably the development in this area, particularly if 
there is power available, will exceed the total production possible 
under any one of these plans. When that condition happens, then 
again, you would have to have power from another source. So you 
could have it flowing back and forth; the details of that would have to 
be worked out. 

Senator Martone. In other words, in order to procure the maximum 
benefit from the power developed, it must be integrated with the power 
supply already secured? 

Mr. Hunt. I think that would be true. We would have consid- 
erable secondary energy under any one of these plans. 

Senator Matonr. Now, take any public agene y, such as the Nevada 
Colorado River Commission, if it showed the necessity to draw power 
from a project, it could have it; that is correct, isn’t it? 

Mr. Hunr. That is correct. 

Senator Martone. Are there any questions anyone else would like 
to ask gE Hunt? 

Mr. F. R. Breen. Mr. Hunt, what is the policy of the Bureau of 
Metals in reference to the effect upon fish life in projects of 
this type? ‘ 

Mr. Hunt. It is the policy of the Bureau to include, in any of its 
authorized reports consideration by the Fish and Wildlife Service the 
effect of the project involved upon the fish and wildlife, in a separate 
report, which is added to our report. This applies not only to our 
regular report, but any additional reports. For example, I can cite 
an instance in a project [ worked on, namely, the Weber Basin project. 
That borders Salt Lake, and there was a Fish and Wildlife migratory 
bird refuge. It had been depending on floodwaters and the right to 
50 second-feet, but had no control of floodwaters. We debated the 
problem, and the Weber Basin project, as authorized, was so designed 
that the reservoirs would afford additional water for that refuge. 
Generally speaking, we give consideration to fish and wildlife in every 
case. As you will recognize, we have problems; you want water, the 
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irrigation interests want it, and power wants it. Somewhere we can 
work out the wants and needs, or arbitrate them. The thing is to get 
a maximum benefit to all. We actually construct certain features for 
fish and wildlife protection. ; 

Mr. Breen. In setting up your plan No. 1, has your organization 
reached any conclusions as to the effect on ‘ish life in the Truckee 
River? 

Mr. Hunvr. We have considered that in each of the plans. How- 
ever, we have not gone into details, because it would be difficult to 
work them out. We have frequently consulted with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and have talked with the California Fish and Game 
Department. With respect to the Nevada Fish and Game Commis- 
sion, | have not personally gone over the area with Mr. Trelease. 
We recognize and are very aware of the fish-and-game situation. It 
is a live issue wherever we go. 

Mr. Breen. Are you prepared at this time to give us any general 
conclusions as to the effect of these three plans on the fish life in the 
Truckee River? 

Mr. Hunt. I am not. I would prefer to wait for comments from 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. Normally, we could not have their 
comments until another 2 or 3 weeks, and I would prefer to give the 
answer at that time. 

Mr. Breen. Would it be possible to include a report from our own 
State fish and game commission in your report? 

Mr. Hunvr. The normal thing would be to include only the Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s report. However, they contact both the State 
fish and game agencies involved, and get their comments. 

Mr. Breen. We Il, assuming that you received a report and informa- 
tion from our State fish and game commission, direct, would you be 
able to get it into your report? 

Mr. Hunt. You are getting into a policy that my region sets. We 
have found that we can handle it better by going through the Fish 
and Wildlife Service; we find they are better arbitrators of those 
things than we are. Most reclamation engineers are primarily 
interested in irrigation; we do have interest in fish and wildlife, but 
not primarily. It is primary with the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Breen. Reading again from the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
Lahonton Basin Report, previously read from, on page 144 it states 
as follows. [Reads.] Then in paragraph 4 it states. [Reads.| 
Now, would you care to comment as to the effect of your plans 2 and 
3 on fish life in the Truckee River, in connection with that conclusion? 

Mr. Hunr. I fear that in this particular case the Fish and Wildlife 
Service had not considered the hydraulics in that area. Since that 
report was written there has been a refuge constructed down there. 
Practically all the water for the refuge, and a good deal going into 
the Stillwater area, in normal years comes trom the return flow from 
the Newlands project, therefore the return flow will be sufficient to 
maintain them. ‘These plans that we are now considering do not 
take any water away from the Newlands project. We have discussed 
this, both with the Newlands project and the wildlife people down 
there, and feel that it will not be detrimental. I think that un- 
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controlled flows going into the Stillwater area are as detrimental to 
the area as a reduced flow would be. I think that most of those 
areas require a pretty uniform flow. 

Mr. Breen. Your opinion is that your plans as presented would 
not adversely affect that refuge? 

Mr. Hunt. That is correct. 

Mr. Breen. What is your opinion as to the rehabilitation of Pyra- 
mid Lake in connection with your plans? 

Mr. Hunt. Plan No. 1 would reduce the flow into Pyramid Lake, 
and plans No. 2 and No. 3 would also reduce the flow a small amount. 
Conversely, it would also be possible to stabilize the flow through the 
river somewhat, in that we would knock off the peaks of some of the 
disastrous floods, and prevent a flushing out of local areas. The final 
effect would not be material, I believe. We are still working on the 
possibility of developing some flow into Pyramid Lake, so its fish can 
spawn, anyway up to Derby Dam, if it could be worked out with other 
interests. It is one of our objectives, to restore the fishing in that 
area. 

Mr. Breen. That is all I have to ask. 

Mr. Devore. Mr. Hunt, referring to the delivery of power from the 
power plants, such power is subject to withdrawal by preference 
customers? 

Mr. Hunt. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Devore. It is my understanding that the Sierra Pacific Power 
Co. comes in the fifth class. I presume that you realize and know that 
utility operations cannot depend on a temporary power supply, unless 
they have some other source to be supplied from. 

Mr. Hunt. That is right. 

Mr. Devore. So that the power, under the present testimony here, 
couldn’t be utilized by a power company 100 percent? 

Mr. Hunv. I would not say 100 percent. Under present conditions 
it could not be. 

Mr. Devore. What do you mean by “present conditions’’? 

Mr. Hunr. I would say you should have a contract for a flexible 
amount of power. That would be possible, I think. 

Mr. Devore. We believe that the resources of our area should be 
retained for the use and requirements of the demands of this area; 
we do not pelieve those resources should be sent to any other area. 
And we ask the committee to look upon the power situation, not as to 
the overall situation over the country, but as to the local conditions 
involved. 

Senator Martone. Of course I am only one member of the com- 
mittee, but I am sure every consideration will be given to any agree- 
ment among all the water users and the interested parties in the area. 
Are there any further questions of Mr. Hunt? Have the Army 
engineers anything further to present? Then we will now recess the 
hearing, subject to the call of the chairman of the Public Works 
Subcommittee. 

(Additional statements received are as follows:) 
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RENO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Reno, Nev., November 6, 1952. 
SENATOR DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator CuHavez: In December 1959, shortly after the disasterous 
November 20 flood in this area, a committee, known as the Truckee River Im- 
provement and Flood Control Committee, was formed by the Reno Chamber of 
Commerce to press for flood protection and act as an advisory committee to the 
city of Reno on river-control problems. This committee is composed of repre- 
sentatives of the water users in this area, property owners in the downtown 
business area, and technical representatives from the University of Nevada and 
local engineering firms. Mr. Joseph F. McDonald, publisher of the Nevada 
State Journal, was named chairman and Mr. E. C. Branch, city manager, vice 
chairman and secretary. 

One of the major objectives of this committee was the study and completion 
of comments on the 1946 interim report by the Army engineers for the Truckee 

tiver. This committee is familiar with the comments submitted by Mr. George 

C. Devore, chairman of the Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee. Mr. 
Devore also is a member of this committee and has presented the views of the 
Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee on several different occasions. 

The Truckee River Improvement and Flood Control Committee wishes to 
approve generally the statement and plan of the Truckee-Carson Water Users 
Committee as submitted before the Subcommittee on Public Works, United 
States Senate, at the hearing in Reno, Nevada, August 26, 1952, with the proviso 
that any plan finally approved shall contain the stipulation that the existing 
fisheries in the streams affected should be maintained at their present levels, 
and all such projects should, for the maintenance of the fisheries, provide adequate 
facilities consisting of sufficient water flows at proper temperatures, fishways, 
and fish screens. In determining the effect of such projects on existing fisheries, 
and in determining what safeguards and facilities are required, the opinions and 
recommendations of the fish technicians and biologists of the Nevada State Fish 
and Game Commission should be fcllowed. 

The approval, as outlined in paragraph 3 of this letter, received unanimous 
concurrence by the members of the board of directors of the Reno Chamber of 
Commerce at a regular meeting, held Wednesday, October 22, 1952. 

Very truly yours, 
Witu1AM Brussarp, General Manager. 





RESOLUTION OF THE City oF FALuon, NEV. 


Upon motion of Councilman Foster, seconded by Councilman Stewart, the 
following resolution was unanimously adopted: 

“Whereas the city of Fallon has received a copy of the Truckee-Carson Water 
Users Committee Suggested Plan of Development of the waters of the Truckee and 
Carson Rivers for irrigation, flood control and powe: purposes, as submitted at a 
hearing held in Reno, Nev., on August 26, 1952, before a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate; and 

“Whereas the city has been advised that the Truckee-Carson Water Users 
Committee intends to submit the abovementioned plan to the Corps of Engineers 
as the committee’s comments on, and suggested amendments to, the 1946 interim 
report by the Army engineers on the Truckee and Carson Rivers; and 

‘‘Whereas the city considers that the adoption of the abovementioned suggested 
plan of development as recommended by the Truckee-Carson Water Users Com- 
mittee would be beneficial to this community as well as to the remainder of the area 
served by the Truckee and Carson Rivers: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the City Council of the City of Fallon, State of Nevada, hereby 
endorses the said Truckee-Carson Water Users Committee Suggested Plan of 
Development.” 

I, Betty Mills, the duly appointed, qualified, and acting city clerk of the city of 
Fallon, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct 
copy of a resolution unanimously adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council 
of the City of Fallon, State of Nevada, held at 7:30 o’clock p. m. on Tuesday, 
December 16, 1952, at which meeting a quorum was present. 

Witness my hand and the official seal of said city, this 18th day of December 
A. D. 1952. 


[SEAL] Betty Mitts, City Clerk. 
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City or RENO, 
OFFICE OF THE Mayor, 
Reno, Nev., October 17, 1952. 
Hon. Georce W. MALongs, 
Reno, Nev. 


Dear SENATOR MALONE: I am enclosing herewith original and copy of letter 
to Senator Dennis Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States 
Senate, Washington, D. C., containing excerpt from the minutes of the Reno 
City Council under date of October 14, 1952, which sets forth the council’s 
action on the report of the Truckee Carson Water Users Committee. 

I will appreciate it if your office will make this letter a part of the transcript 
and include same with the submittal to the proper authorities in Washington. 

Thanking you for your continued cooperation in this matter, I remain, 

Sincerely, 








F. R. Smiru, Mayor. 


RENO, NEv., October 17, 1952. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Chairman Commitlee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Cuavez: This is to inform you that the following is an excerpt 
from the minutes of the Reno City Council in regular session on October 14, 1952, 
and which I believe is self-explanatory: 

“On the matter of flood control, Mayor Smith stated that the council had been 
furnished with a copy of a plan submitted by the Truckee Carson Water Users 
Committee, and that the committee is anxious for a motion or resolution favoring 
the plan, whereupon it was moved by Councilman Guisti, seconded by Council- 
man Cowen, that the council endorse the report of the Truckee Carson Water 
Users Committee and requests that consideration be given by all interested parties 
to the facts that were brought to the attention of the Army Corps of Engineers in 
our letter of July 11, 1952, wherein we stated ‘We therefore believe further study 
should be given to the construction and operation of Prosser Reservoir with the 
idea in mind of providing additional storage and flood control to that proposed 
in your report which when integrated with the operation of Boca and the pro- 
posed Stampede Reservoir would provide the ultimate in protection and water 
conservation for this area. However, the city of Reno will not oppose the Prosser- 
Lake Tahoe storage transfer plan as now proposed if present-day costs show that 
it is justifiable.’ Motion carried by the following vote: Ayes: Councilmen Ligon, 
Semenza, Cowen, Harvey, Bankofier, Guisti.” 

Very truly yours, 
F. R. Smitn, Mayor. 


City or RENo, 
Reno, Nev., August 28, 1952. 
Hon. Georce W. MALoneE, 
United States Senator, Reno, Nev. 

Dear SENATOR MALONE: Attached is the membership of the Truckee River 
Improvement Flood Control Committee to be included along with my statements 
at the flood-control hearing August 26 and 27. 

Very truly yours, 
E. C. Brancu, City Manager. 


TRUCKEE RIveR IMPROVEMENT AND FLoop-CoNTROL COMMITTEE 


Joseph F. MeDonald, chairman, Nevada State Journal 

E. C. Branch, vice chairman and secretary, Reno city manager 
Elliott R. Cann, Reno city engineer 

F. R. Smith, mayor of Reno 

C. C. Tavlor, water conservation district 

Tate Williams, Nevada Retail Merchants’ Association 
William Brussard, Chamber of Commerce 

John Sanford, Reno Evening Gazette 

Phil Cowgill, Sierra Pacific Power Co. 

George Devore, Sierra Pacific Power Co. 

Prof. Vincent P. Gianella, Retired (University of Nevada) 
Edward W. Pine, Associated General Contractors 
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Eugene Shephard, United States Weather Bureau 
Ernest Kleppe, Washoe County Commissioner 
Ivan Sack, United States Forest Service 

Clyde Houston, Soil Conservation Service 

Lester Hilp, property owner 

William Sanford, property owner 

Charles Mapes, property owner 

George Wingfield, Jr., property owner 

H. B. Richards, Truckee-Carson Irrigation District 
William Cashill, legal 

John Robinson, legal 

John Spann, Sparks city attorney 


NortH TRUCKEE Sort CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Reno, Nev., September 8, 1952. 
Hon. Georce W. MALONE, 
Un le 1 State 8 Se nate, Washington D6. y). ee. 

Drar SENATOR MALONE: Enclosed is a ststement in quadruplicate, expressing 
the opinions of the board of supervisors concerning serious local agricultural 
problems As vou indicated to Mr. DePaoli at the Reno hearing, this statement 
might appropriately be included in the record of the recessed subcommittee 
hearing at Reno, Nev., August 26 and 27, 1952. 

We should appreciate having a transcript of the record of the hearing when 
it is available. 

As you are doubtless aware, our district is a legal governmental unit of the State 
of Ne vada. The lands of the district now include the portion of East Truckee 

idows lving between the Truckee Rive r and the south boundary of of 19 
N., R. 20 E, in addition to the area shown on the enclosed map. 

Very truly yours, 





Harotp DEPaout, Chairman. 


The duly elected and qualified supervisors of the North Truckee soil conserva- 
tion district, representing 136 farm and ranch owners in the district, present the 
following statement to supplement testimony given in a hearing conducted by a 
subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Public Works at Reno, Nev., August 
26 and 27, 1952. 

A Damage caused by abnormally } qi flows of Truckee River in occasional years 

1. Inundation.—Of about 6 square miles of crop-land and pasture land in East 
Truckee Meadows and on ranches along the river between Vista and Pyramid 
Lake 

Water remains on the land for several weeks, delaying cultivation and planting 
operations until the season is too short for production of annual truck and grain 
crops; killing alfalfa, clovers, and other perennial forage plants; making pasture 
land inaecessable and unusable for much of the summer grazing season. This 
inundation prevents adequate drainage of farmland for long periods after flood 
stages of the river have receded. 

2. Erosion and bank-cutting destroys a considerable acreage of valuable agri- 
cultural land and caused extensive damage to irrigation structures, ditches, roads, 
and fences 
3. Deposition of sand, gravel, and debris destroys crops; necessitates costly 
clearing and leveling of fields and rehabilitation of irrigation systems. 

4. Damage is caused to buildings, livestock, implements, domestic water supply 
and sewage-disposal systems. 


B. Annual damag 

1. Because of the obstructed condition of the river channel between Asylum 
Bridge and Pyramid Lake, damage occurs even in years of normal snowfall and 
river flow All the items listed above occur to a lesser extent and would not be 
entirely eliminated by upstream storage and regulation. 


C. Drainage 

Drainage of the entire East Truckee Meadows necessary to improve better 
yield and quality of agricultural crops, is not now possible due to the so-called 
reefs and other obstructions in the river channel. 
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The farmers and ranchers of this soil conservation district recommend: 

1, An appropriation of funds now available under present Federal legislation, 
of $50,000 per year for 3 years for clearing and snagging of the river channel from 
Glendale Fridge to Pyramid Lake and reclearing of the channel from Asylum 
Bridge to Glendale Pridge. This river cleaning is needed immediately and should 
not be delayed pending completion of plans and specifications for the upstream 
phases of proposed projects. After such clearing adequate standards should be 
set and authority and responsibility delegated to proper authorities for main- 
tenance of said channel to these standards thereafter 

2. That any long-range storage and flood-control plan undertaken give due 
assurance of continuing existing irrigation rights and take into account probable 
future drainage of the East Truckee Meadows Also assurance should be given 
to local water users for full control of existing water rights on any rights acquired 
later. Such drainage will necessitate a stable supply of late season water to 
service the improved type of agriculture possible on these lands after drainage has 
been accomplished. 





TrRucKEE Pustuic Utinity District, 
Truckee, Calif., August 26, 1952 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Reno, Nev. 

Dear SenaToR: The Truckee Public Utility District is a political subdivision 
of the State of California embracing an area of 44 square miles, located along 
the Truckee River and the shores of Donner Lake, with a permanent population of 
approximately 1,500 and a seasonal population of over twice that number. 

The district owns and operates the electric and water systems serving the 
community of Truckee and vicinity. 

In this section of the Sierra-Nevada Mountains the gr 
in the United States is consistently recorded each year and a very considerable 
amount of the runoff from this heavy snow pack flows down the various water 
courses and disappears yearly in the desert area of northwestern Nevada, periodi- 
cally doing considerable damage during the flood stag 

In addition to the flood damage along the Truckee River is the much greater 
economic loss occasioned by the lack of the utilization of the power tl 
generated by these floodwaters in their over 1,500 foot descent from Lake Tahoe 
to the vicinity of Reno, a distance of 50 miles. 

In the watershed of Lake Tahoe and the Truckee River there are several 
excellent sites for the storage of these floodwaters. 

‘Lhe area of eastern California and northwestern Nevada has long suffered from 


+ 


high power rates, largely occasioned by the expensive constructic and mainte- 


atest snowfall of record 
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nance of power over long distances from the west side of the mountains through 
difficult snow-covered mountain terrain 
With the ultimate use of the waters of the Truckee, Carson and Walk 
much of the present import of power from the central California region would be 
eliminated, and this area would profit from 
We who are in the counties of origin of these waters of Lake Tahoe and the 
Truckee River consider these waters among our most valuable assets and are 
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earnestlv desirous of seeing its multiple purpose usage developed at an early date 
Since the passage of Public Act 761 by the 75th Congress numerous investiga- 

tions and studies have been earried out by both the Armv engineers and the Pureau 

of Reclamation and there is now before your committee 

storage and utilization of the floodwaters of this area; this distri:t now urves that 


¢ 


‘ ite proposals for the 





your committee give favorable consideration to proposing the speedy enactment o 
legislation authorizing the building of the necessary projects along the Truckee 
{iver to the end that the potential multiple benefits which should aecrue be made 
available to all concerned. 

C. EpmunNpbs, Manage 


x 





